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FOREWARD 


The  Assistant  Secretary  of  Def<»ise  for  Personnel  and  Readiness  issued  a  tasker  in 
November  1993  to  determine  the  sources,  content,  frequency  and  total  cost  of  training 
the  DoD  civilian  workforce.  This  task  was  performed  as  an  in  house  project  by  the 
Defense  Institute  for  Training  Resources  Analy^.  Mr.  -Vmce  Lauter  was  the  project 
director. 

The  final  report  of  this  research  project  documents  the  scope  and  resource 
investment  in  training  DoD  civilians.  It  presents  case  studies  of  DoD  schools  conducting 
professional  development  short  courses  for  military  and  civilian  members  of  DoD.  The 
report  also  addresses  questions  to  and  comments  fi’om  participating  DoD  conq)onents  in 
areas  where  DITRA  had  no  en:q)irical  evidence  upon  viuch  to  base  conclusions  or 
recommendations.  The  report  concludes  by  observing  five  mqor  areas  worth  watching. 

This  research  documents  important  information  needed  by  the  DoLt  in  its  ongoing 
investigations  to  provide  the  most  effective  and  cost  efficient  methods  of  training  readiness 
to  the  DoD  total  force. 
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The  Defense  Institute  for 
Training  Resources  Analysis  was  given  a 
civilian  training  research  task  from  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Personnel  &  Readiness  on  Novonber  2, 
1993.  Our  task  was  to  perform  a 
detailed  study  by  March  31,  1994,  of 
training  given  to  the  DoD  civilian 
workforce,  and  to  determine  the  sources, 
content,  frequency  and  total  cost  of 
civilian  training.  The  study  was  to  focus 
on  areas  where  maiq)Ower  or  cost 
savings  could  result  from  potential 
consolidations  or  more  effective  use  of 
civilian  training  resources.  The  study 
would  also  include  a  separate  analysis  of 
professional  development  short  courses 
for  military  and  civilian  members  of 
DoD. 

We  conqtiled  the  latest  available 
training  workload  and  cost  data  from  the 
Defense  Manpower  Data  Center,  U.S. 
Office  of  Persoimei  Management  and 
numerous  DoD  trainir^  institutions.  All 
costs  were  converted  to  FY94  dollars. 
We  also  held  two  In-Progress  Reviews 
with  14  participating  DoD  corrqmnents. 

We  will  describe  resource 
requirements  in  terms  of  net  costs 
[excluding  civilian  salary  while  in 
training]  and  total  costs  [including 
civilian  salary  while  in  training].  We 
make  this  differentiation  because  civilian 
salaries  are  paid  whether  or  not  people 
are  in  training  and  because  they  are 
funded  outside  training  resource 
channels.  Total  cost  reflects  DoD's  total 


resource  investment  during  the  training 
process. 

In  FY92,  the  Dq>attment 
incurred  $551  million  in  net  cost  and 
$1,064  million  in  total  cost  to  train  its 
civilian  workforce.  These  figures  are 
based  on  DoD  component  input  to  0PM. 
Net  and  total  costs  fell  by  15  and  13 
percent  between  FY90-92,  during  which 
time  the  size  of  the  DoD  civilian 
wofirforce  dropped  by  four  po’cent.  The 
FY92  net  and  total  costs  per  individual 
trained  were  $1,161  and  $2,242, 
respectivdy.  Of  972,000  DoD  civilians, 
almost  half  (475,000)  attended  983,000 
training  events  at  least  eight  hours  long. 
The  DoD  portion  of  this  training  was 
conducted  through  2,237  courses  offered 
by  120  different  training  institutions. 

We  developed  two  benchmarks 
for  civilian  training  tempo.  These  are 
percent  of  workforce  trained  and  average 
hours  of  training  received  per  trainee. 
We  found  that  the  training  tenq)o 
remained  rdatively  constant  between 
FY90-92: 

•  percent  of  workforce  trained 
fell  slightly,  from  50  to  49  percent 

•  average  hours  of  training  re- 
cdved  per  trainee  was  55  in  FY92, 
compart  with  59  hours  in  FY90. 

We  learned  through  case  studies 
of  schools  conducting  professional 
development  short  courses  that  fee  for 
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Executive  Summaiy 


sovice  training  is  underway  at  Army 
Management  Engineering  College,  and 
that  DoD's  acquisition  and  comptroller 
communities  are  transitioning  to 
standardized  training  offered  by  a 
consortium  of  DoD  schools. 

We  thoi  asked  14  participating 
DoD  components  to  address  questions 
for  which  we  had  no  empirical  evidence 
upon  which  to  base  conclusions  or 
recommendations.  These  questions  dealt 
with  quantifying  additional  indirect  costs, 
listing  methodologies  to  link  civilian 
training  costs  to  specific  DoD 
appropriations  and  identifying  areas  of 
potential  resource  savings.  Seven  DoD 
components  responded,  stating: 

•  they  already  report  indirect 
training  costs  to  0PM  and  that  existii^ 
DoD  data  bases  do  not  allow  them  to 
capture  any  additional  indirect  costs 

•  it  is  difiScult  to  link  costs  to 
DoD  appropriations  because  DoD  lacks 
a  standard  cost  accounting  syston 

•  potential  resource  savings  may 
be  achieved  by  conducting  requirements- 
based  training  assessments  and  by 
exploring  better  uses  of  technology, 
especially  distance  learning  techniques. 

We  posit  there  are  five  m^or 
areas  worth  watching; 

•  consortium-based  training, 
such  as  that  conducted  in  the  acquisition 
and  comptroller  communities  under  the 


aegis  of  Defense  Acquisition  University 
and  Defoise  Business  Management 
University 

•  the  evolution  of  fee  for  service 
training,  such  as  that  instituted  in  FY94 
by  Army  Managemrat  Engineering 
CoUege(AMEC) 

•  new  DoD  training  initiatives 
that  result  fi^om  AMEC  being  designated 
a  Defense  Performance  Review 
Rdnvention  Laboratory  in  December 
1993. 

•  trends  in  technology-based 
instruction,  such  as  distance  learning 
techniques.  It  would  be  beneficial  Ifrom  a 
resource  tradeoff  perspective  to  compare 
cost  per  student  trained  using  these 
technologies  with  those  of  traditional 
means  of  instruction. 

•  overall  cost-bmiefit 
inq}rovemaits  resulting  fi'om  require- 
ments-based  training  needs  assessments. 

We  will  work  with  the  Office  of 
Secretary  of  Defense,  Personnel  and 
Readiness  community  and  the  Defense 
Manpower  Data  Center  to  build  and 
maintain  a  civilian  training  data  base. 
This  will  benefit  DoD  in  two  ways.  First, 
it  fills  an  information  gap,  since  our 
research  disclosed  there  is  currently  no 
central  source  of  such  information. 
Second,  it  generates  more  valid  and 
reliable  civilian  training  data,  since  we 
discovered  DoD  components  reported 
incomplete  or  inaccurate  civilian  training 
data  to  0PM. 
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SCOPE  OF  WORK 


On  November  2,  1993,  the 
Defense  Institute  for  Training  Resources 
Analysis  was  given  responsibility  for 
completing  the  following  task; 

"The  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Personnel  &  Readiness,  with 
assistance  from  the  services  and  defense 
agencies,  will  perform  a  detailed  study  of 
the  training  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  civilian  workforce.  The 
objective  of  the  study  is  to  determine  the 


sources,  content,  frequency  and  costs  of 
civilian  training 

The  study  will  focus  on  areas 
where  manpower  or  cost  savings  could 
result  from  potential  consolidations  or 
more  effective  use  of  civilian  training 
resources.  The  study  should  include  a 
separate  analysis  of  professional 
development  short  courses  for  both 
military  and  civilian  members  of  the 
Department.  The  study  will  be 
completed  by  March  31,  1994." 


ANALYTICAL  APPROACH 


We  conducted  our  research  using 
a  four  step  analytical  rqrproach: 

•  identifying  the  source,  content, 
frequency  and  cost  of  training  provided 
to  DoD  civilians 

•  pr^enting  case  studies  of 
selected  DoD  institutions  that  provide 
significant  levels  of  training  to  DoD 
civilians 


•  identifying  unanswered 
questions  relevant  to  this  study  and 
soliciting  comments  from  DoD 
components  participating  in  the  study 
review  process 

•  making  recommendations  only 
when  supported  by  enq>irical  evidence. 
When  this  is  not  possible,  we  provided 
observations  on  major  civilian  training 
areas  worth  watching  in  the  future. 
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Chapter  1:  Introduction 


RESEARCH  GUIDELINES 


We  followed  four  guidelines 
while  compiling  research  data,  assessing 
their  impact  on  DoD  civilian  training  and 
developing  our  report: 


•  present  all  costs  in  constant 
FY94  dollars.  This  involved  using  DoD 
deflators  generated  by  the  Office  of  the 
Comptroller,  Department  of  Defense. 


•  identify  reliable  and  recent  data 
sources.  We  will  show  three  major 
sources.  Training  workload  data  were 
primarily  extracted  from  annual  DoD 
component  civilian  training  reports  to 
Office  of  Personnel  Management.  The 
location  and  number  of  courses  offered 
at  service  training  institutions  was 


•  assume  that  short-term  courses 
are  those  from  eight  class  hours  (one 
day)  to  120  class  days,  and  long-term 
courses  are  those  121  days  and  longer. 
We  found  that  0PM  reporting  guidelines 
preclude  reporting  training  events  under 
eight  hours  duration. 


obtained  from  the  Defense 
Manpower  Data  Center  (DMDC). 
Finally,  we  contacted  other  DoD  schools 
directly  to  obtain  statistics  on  location 
and  number  of  courses  offered  to  DoD 
civilians,  since  these  data  are  not 


•  conduct  In  Progress  Reviews 
(IPR)  for  and  solicit  comments  from 
participating  DoD  organizations.  We 
held  IPRs  in  January  and  February  1994 
that  were  attended  by  some  or  all  of  the 
following  organizations; 


reported  to  DMDC. _ 

Dqnity  Assistant  Secietaiy  of  Defense,  Requiiements  and  Resources 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense,  Personnel  &  Readiness, 

Civilian  Personnel  Policy/Equal  Opportunity,  Staffing  and  Career  Development 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  Program  Analysis  &  Evaluation 
Office  of  the  Coiiq)troller  of  the  Departmem  of  Defense 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Readiness  (Readiness  &  Training) 

Defense  Maiqxnver  Data  Center 
Headquarters,  U.S.  Air  Force 
Headquarters,  U.S.  Army 
Headquarters,  U.S.  Navy 
Defense  Information  School 

Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Acquisition  &  Technology),  Acquisition  Education, 
Training  and  (Career  Development 
Defense  Logistics  Agency 
Defense  Commissary  Agency 
Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency 
Defense  Mapping  Agency 
Washington  Headquarters  Service 
Defense  Intelligence  Agency 
Department  of  Defense  Dependents  Schools 

_ Department  of  Defense  Irtspector  General _ 


Appendix  A  contains  a  list  of  DoD  and  other  federal  activities  that  participated  in 
this  project. 
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This  chapter  defines  who 
provides  training  to  DoD  civilians,  the 
types  of  courses  offered  and  major  DoD 
training  institutions.  Data  were  obtained 
firom  three  sources;  the  Defense 
Mai^ower  Data  Center  (DMDC), 
Monterey,  CA;  DoD  training  institutions 
not  controlled  by  the  services;  and  annual 
DoD  component  input  to  the  U.S.  Office 
of  Personnel  Management  (0PM), 
Washington,  DC. 

The  services  report  training 
workload  at  individual  traioing 
institutions  to  DMDC,  which  compiles 
this  in  the  Training  Output  Data  File. 
This  file  was  established  and  is 
maintained  to  capture  military  training 
data.  Services  are  not  required  to  report 
civilian  trainee  statistics. 

Other  DoD  training  institutions 
are  those  controlled  by  Defense  agencies. 
We  will  show  that  in  FY93  there  were  12 
such  institutions  that  trained  DoD 
civilians  in  119  different  courses.  The 
two  largest  such  institutions  in  terms  of 
niimher  of  couTses  offered  are  the 
Defense  Informations  Systems  Agency 
(Arlington,  VA)  and  the  Defense 
Systems  Management  College  (Fort 
Belvoir,  VA). 

DoD  components  report  their 
annual  civilian  training  statistics  directly 
to  0PM  on  0PM  Form  1186  (Personnel 
Engaged  in  Agency  Training  Activities) 
and  0PM  Form  1524  (Annual  Statistical 
Summary  of  Training  Data).  We  will 
depict  training  workload  data  only 


through  FY92,  since  many  components 
were  still  compiling  their  FY93  statistics 
when  this  report  was  being  prepared.  A 
list  of  DoD  components  who  reported 
FY90'92  civilian  training  statistics  to 
0PM  is  shown  at  .^pendix  B. 

DoD  components  report  trainii^ 
workload  to  0PM  according  to  four 
training  sources,  which  are  defined  by 
0PM  as: 

•  within  DoD  component,  or 
training  controlled  by  and  given  to  its 
own  workers.  For  example,  this  would 
include  Navy  conducting  courses  for 
Navy  civilians. 

•  other  federal,  or  training 
provided  by  federal  activities  other  than 
the  one  in  which  the  trainee  is  enq)loyed. 
An  example  of  this  wotild  be  Navy 
sending  Navy  civilians  to  courses  offered 
by  Army,  0PM,  or  General  Services 
Administration. 

•  college  &  professional 
association,  which  includes  training 
controlled  and  given  by  a  college, 
university  or  educational  institution, 
professional  society,  association,  or  other 
non-profit  group. 

•  private,  or  training  provided 
by,  in,  or  through  an  individual 
contractor,  commercial  concern  or  other 
profit  making  concern.  This  category 
includes  individual  vendors  who  may  be 
affiliated  with  a  university  but  who  are 
providing  training  as  private  persons. 
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Chapter  2:  Source 


FIGURE  2-1 
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TRAINING  HOURS  BY  SOURCE 


As  shown  in  Figure  2-1,  DoD 
civilians  attended  about  25.1  million 
hours  of  short-term  and  830,000  hours  of 
long-term  training  in  FY92.  These  total 
categories  were  based  on  0PM  guidance: 
short-term  training  is  from  one  full  day 
(eight  hours)  to  120  class  days,  while 
long-term  training  is  121  or  more  class 
days.  Training  events  less  than  eight 
hours  long  are  not  reported  to  0PM  and 
thus  are  not  included  in  this  report.  The 
two  categories  amount  to  about  25.9 
million  hours.  Short-term  trainu^ 
accounts  for  97  percent  of  the  total. 


We  found  that  DoD  components 
are  providing  most  short-term  training 
but  send  most  of  their  long-term  trainees 
to  colleges  and  professional  associations. 
Just  over  half  (54  percent)  of  short-term 
hours  were  devoted  to  training 
conducted  within  DoD  component. 
CoUeges  and  professional  associations 
accounted  for  55  percent  of  long-term 
hours,  with  only  33  percent  of  those 
hours  attributed  to  sources  within  DoD 
component.  DoD  components  rely  very 
little  on  other  federal  and  private  sources 
of  long-term  training.  They  amoimted  to 
only  12  percent  of  the  total. 
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TRENDS  m  SHORT-TERM  TRAINING 


Figure  2-2  shows  the  FY90-92 
trend  in  short-term  training  hours 
attended  by  the  DoD  civilian  workforce. 
I  otal  short-term  hours  in  FY92  were  12 
percent  below  FY90  and  there  was  no 
significant  change  in  the  distribution  of 
training  among  the  four  sources,  since 
th^  all  experienced  roughly  the  same 
percentage  decrease: 


•  within  DoD  component  hours 
fell  12  percent  to  13.6  million 

•  other  federal  hours  dropped  14 
percent  to  3.8  million 

•  private  hours  declined  by  eight 
percent  to  4.7  million 

•  college  and  professional 
association  hours  fell  16  percent  to  3.0 
million. 


FIGURE  2-2 
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I  FIGURE  2-3 

DoD  LONG-TERM  TRAINING  HOURS 


(FY92  AMOUNT  SHOWN  IN  PARENTHESES) 


THOUSANDS 

1*C<!  .  - 


1315 


IJIC 


100C  r- 


soe  ^-1 


<oc  t 


COLLEGE  & 
PROFESSIONAL 
ASSOCIATION  (454) 

|::l.private  (so) 

OTHER  FEDERAL  (55) 

\WrrHINDoD 
I  COMPONENT  (271) 


FV90  FT91  FYM 

SOURCE:  DATA  REPORTED  TO  0PM  BY  DoD  COMPONENTS 


TRENDS  IN  LONG-TERM  TRAINING 


Total  long-term  training  hours  in 
FY92  were  37  percent  below  the  1.3 
million  hours  reported  in  FY90,  as  shown 
in  Figure  2-3.  This  reduction  is  more 
than  three  times  the  12  percent  decrease 
in  short-term  hours.  We  find  a  wide 
variation  in  hours  of  long-term  training 
by  source.  Between  FY90-92: 

•  within  DoD  component  hours 
declined  56  percent  to  271,000.  This  is 
primarily  explained  by  the  fact  that  Army 
reduced  its  long-term  training  hours  by 
67  percent,  from  589,000  to  196,000. 


Army  feels  this  information  may  be 
incorrect  and  they  have  since  changed 
from  a  manual  to  a  more  accurate 
automated  data  collection  system. 

•  other  federal  hours  dropped  39 
percent  to  55,000,  while  college  and 
professional  association  hours  fell  19 
percent  to  454,000. 

•  private  sources  remained 
unchanged  at  50,000  hours. 


DoD  Civilian  Training  Study 


Page  6 


Chapter  2:  Source 


FEDERAL  WORKFORCE  TRAINING  COMPARISON 


OPM's  Human  Resources 
Development  Group  prepares  an  annual 
report  of  government-wide  civilian 
training.  0PM  provided  a  draft  version 
of  their  FY92  report  and  the  percentage 
distribution  of  training  hours  by  source  is 
shown  in  Figure  2-4.  Note  that  DoD 
training  received  within  component  is  10 


percentage  points  or  16  percent  imder 
the  federal  average.  DoD  is  slightly 
above  the  federal  average  in  percent  of 
training  hours  provided  by  the  other 
three  sources.  This  suggests  that  DoD  is 
somewhat  more  likely  to  send  trainees 
outside  their  component. 


FIGURE  2-4 

FY  92  COMPARISON  OF  DoD  vs.  TOTAL 
FEDERAL  WORKFORCE  TRAINING  HOURS 


%  TRAINING 
RECEIVED 

DoD 

TOTAL 

FEDERAL 

(INCLDoD) 

WITHIN  COMPONENT 

53% 

63% 

OTHER  FEDERAL 

15 

11 

PRIVATE 

18 

16 

COLLEGES 

PROFESSIONAL  ASSOC 

14 

10 

TOTAL 

100% 

100% 

SOlfflCE:  DATA  REPORTED  TO  0PM  BY  DoO  COMPONENTS  AND  OTHER  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 
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DoD  TRAINING  SOURCES 


This  section  of  Chapter  2  will  discuss  DoD  sources  that  train  the  civilian 
workforce.  As  mentioned  above,  DMDC  maintains  such  information  on  service  schools  in 
its  Training  Output  Data  File.  We  requested  and  obtained  input  from  the  following  other 
DoD  schools  that  do  not  report  training  statistics  to  DMDC.  These  data  are  shown  as 
"Other"  on  subsequent  tables.  Note  that  all  Navy  training  data  includes  the  Marine  Corps. 


Armed  Forces  Medical  Intelligence  Center  (Fort  Detrick,  MD) 

Defense  Commissary  Agency  (Fort  Lee,  VA) 

Defense  Equal  Opportunity  Management  Institute  (Patrick  AFB,  FL) 
Defense  Information  School  (Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  IN) 

Defense  Information  Systems  Agency  (Arlington,  VA) 

Defense  Mapping  School  (Fort  Behroir,  VA) 

Defense  Photography  School  (Pensacola,  FL)  [trained  no  civilians  in  FY93] 
Defense  Polygraph  Institute  (Fort  McClellan,  AL) 

Defense  Resources  Management  Institute  (Monterey,  CA) 

Defense  Security  Institute  (Richmond,  VA) 

Defense  Systems  Management  College  (Fort  Belvoir,  VA) 

Defense  Visual  Information  School  (Lowry  AFB,  CO) 

Information  Resources  Management  College  (Fort  McNair,  DC) _ 


TABLE  2-1 

COURSES  ATTENDED  BY  DoD  CIVILIANS 


FY91 

FY92 

FY93  i 

imiNM 

MSimniom 

Na 

comsa 

imMMC 

Rmnvncm 

NO. 

couma 

ARMY 

33 

745 

30 

741 

31 

723 

NAVY 

64 

659 

64 

640 

66 

636 

USAF 

6  * 

131 

13 

732 

13 

629 

OTHB) 

12 

114 

13 

124 

12 

119 

TOTAL 

117 

1,649 

120 

2,237 

122 

2,109 

SOURCES:  DMDC  TRAININQ  OUTPUT  DATA  FILE  FOR  ARMY  NAVY,  USAF; 
DIRECT  INPUT  FROM  OTHER  DoO  COMPONENTS 

*  PARTIAL  INPUT;  NOCIVIUANSRS>ORTEDFOR5TRNNINGVVINGSINFY91 
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Table  2-1  shows  that  the  number 
of  DoD  institutions  and  courses  attended 
by  DoD  civilians  remained  relatively 
constant  from  FY91  through  FY93.  This 
inference  is  made  after  including  the  fact 
that  DMDC  is  missing  FY91  Air  Force 
data  on  civilians  who  attended  training  at 
five  training  wings.  Looking  just  at 
FY92  and  FY93  data,  we  see  that  the 
number  of  courses  DoD  civilians 
attended  dropped  from  2,237  to  2,109, 
while  the  number  of  DoD  training 
institutions  rose  from  120  to  122. 
Appendbc  C  contains  an  itemized  list  of 
these  institutions.  We  further  note  that 
over  98  percent,  or  2,085  of  the  2,109 
courses  in  FY93,  involves  short-term 
training.  Appendix  D  contains  a  listing 
of  the  24  DoD  long-term  courses.  A 
complete  listing  of  all  2,109  courses  is 
available  upon  request. 

Navy  has  the  most  FY93  training 
institutions  (66)  and  offers  the  second 
largest  number  of  courses  attended  by 
DoD  civilians  (638).  DMDC  files 
indicate  that  Navy  frequently  offers  the 
same  course  at  various  training 
institutions.  For  example.  Fundamentals 
of  Total  Quality  Leadership  is  offered  at 
12  locations,  while  two  other  courses  are 
taught  at  eight  locations  each-- 
Communications  Security  Material 


Systems  Custodian  and  Training  Material 
Development  Systems  Curriculum. 

Army  has  a  more  centralized 
training  network  for  DoD  civilians. 
Army  trained  civilians  in  723  different 
courses  held  at  31  training  institutions 
during  FY93.  We  found  that  60  percent 
of  these  723  courses  were  held  at  just 
four  institutions— Army  Engmea* 

Division  (Huntsville,  AL),  Army 
Management  Engineering  College,  Army 
Logistics  Management  College  and  Army 
Defense  Ammunition  School.  We  will 
examine  two  of  these  in  greater  detail  in 
Chapter  6,  Case  Studies. 

Air  Force  offered  almost  as  many 
courses  (629)  in  FY93  as  Navy,  but 
operates  a  highly  centralized  training 
network.  It  has  only  12  installations  that 
train  civilians,  compared  with  66  for 
Navy. 

The  Defense  Systems  Manage¬ 
ment  College  and  Defense  Information 
Systems  Agency  provided  almost  half  of 
the  courses  offered  by  other  DoD 
training  institutions.  These  two 
institutions  conducted  S3  of  the  119 
courses  in  FY93,  or  45  percent  of  the 
total. 
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TABLE  2-2 


BRAC  IMPACTS  ON  TRAINING  INSTITUTIONS 


INSTITUTION 

LOSING  LOCATION 

GAINING  LOCATION 

- 

ARMY 

i.'Si 

(a-r:Tii::L9aHHnnHHi^m 

NAW 

r^''***'';''~rmiHnHHMHnHHi 

S-;  'ii«i  -i-r 

‘  '  L.  1’  1  1  •  A .  •  1  4  - 

iii~  T»  7^ 

HHHHHHHBHBBi 

y.*,.' '.r V^: t-jt? '■'/ 1 1 ' 

r’  r  1  n— — 

\r:rmznv3ma^mmKmm 

ftr.*,  ' 

lOlHEH 

1 

1 '  * '  .1! '  7T 

arr;rir:;.rr-’rrrt'unm**l 

SOURCE;  BRACF^MiTSOF CONTACT ATTRAIMNOMSTrnniONS 


BASE  REALIGNMENT  AND  CLOSURE 


Earlier  Base  Realignment  and 
Closure  (BRAC)  decisions  will  affect  the 
number  and  location  of  institutions  that 
train  OoD  civilians.  These  16 
institutions  trained  3,844  civilians  in 
FY93.  Table  2-2  depicts  these  changes. 

Eight  Navy  institutions  that 
trained  276  civilians  are  impacted.  The 
Submarine  Training  Facility  at 
Charleston,  SC,  and  the  Fire  School 
portion  of  the  Naval  Technical  Training 
Center,  San  Francisco,  CA,  will  close. 


The  remaining  seven  institutions  will 
move  to  five  different  locations. 

Army  trained  1,895  civilians  in 
FY93  at  four  such  institutions.  This 
includes  1,886  civilians  trained  at  Army 
Finance  School,  Fort  Beqamin  Harrison, 
IN.  Three  institutions  will  relocate  from 
Fort  Beiyamin  Harrison,  IN,  to  Fort 
Jackson,  SC.  Army  Intelligence  School 
will  move  to  Fort  Huachuca,  AZ,  from 
Fort  Devens,  MA. 
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There  were  1,507  civilians  trained 
in  FY93  at  two  Air  Force  institutions 
affected  by  BRAC.  The  3330th 
Technical  Training  >^ng  has  relocated  its 
functional  training  mission  to  four 
different  locations.  Similarly,  the  3400th 
Technical  Training  Wing  is  moving 
training  to  five  locations. 


We  learned  that  166  civilians 
were  trained  in  FY93  at  two  other  DoD 
schools;  Defrase  Information  School 
(Fort  Boyamin  Harrison,  IN)  and 
Defense  Visual  Infonnation  School 
(Lowry  AFB,  CO).  These  two 
institutions  are  scheduled  to  consolidate 
as  the  Defense  Inibrmation  School  in 
FY97  at  Fort  Meade,  MD. 


MAJOR  DoD  TRAINING  SOURCES 


Displayed  in  Figure  2-5  are  14 
DoD  schools  that  are  among  the  nuyor 
providers  of  training  to  DoD  civilians. 
Of  these  14  institutions  training  more 
than  500  civilians  in  FY93,  seven  are 
Army,  three  are  Air  Force,  one  Navy  and 
three  are  Other  DoD.  Army  trained  47 
percent  of  ail  civilians  attending  DoD 
schools  at  its  Engineer  Division 
(Huntsville,  AL),  Logistics  Management 


College  and  Maiuigement  Engineering 
College.  The  fourth  largest  provider  was 
the  Graduate  Program  at  Wright- 
Patterson  Air  Force  Base  where  3,834 
civilians  were  trained  in  FY93.  Note  that 
there  are  seven  institutions,  six  belonging 
to  the  Army  and  one  Other  DoD,  where 
cmlians  comprise  at  least  50  percent  of 
all  graduates.  We  will  mcamine  three  of 
these  in  Cluster  6,  Case  Studies. 


FIGURE  2.« 

MAJOR  DoD  SOURCES 

OF  FY93  CIVILIAN  TRAINING 

DoD  INSTITUTION  (LOCATION) 

(X)MPONENT 

DoO  CIVILIAN 
GRADUATES 

ARMY*  ARMVBiaMraiOM8iaN(HUNimU£.AL) 

ARMY*  UX3ISnCSMGMTCGLLEaE(FTl£E.VA| 

ARMY*  MQMTBIGMeERMaCOUCaEnoCK  BLAND.!) 

U8AF  QRADUA1C  EDUCATION  (WmQHFRATTBISON  AFB,  OH) 

DoO*  D6FOI368YSTBWMWAOEMOir  COLLEGE  (FT  BByOW.yA 
USAF  37nnMTECHTNaWMQ(8MmM«>AFB.TX) 

ARMY*  omNSEAMMUNRION  SCHOOL  (SAVANNA,!) 

ARMY  CMOS  084  STAFF  OOUEOE  FT  LEAVENWORniKS) 

ARMY*  FFIANCE  SCHOOL  (Fr8.iW«IBON.M) 

USAF  3mm<1ECHTNOIMNO(ieSI8IAFB.MS) 

DoD  UUDMC  WFOHMATION  SYSIBW  ABPICY  (ARUNOTON,  VA) 
navy  dVENOR  cores  OFCR  SCHOOL  (PORTHUB«aVE,CA) 

OoO  MFOnESMQMrCOLLEaE(NOU,FTMcNAILDC) 

ARMY*  ENQMEERMaSHOUSMa  SUPPORT  CENTER  (FT  BEUOSL 

SOURCE:  OMOCTRAPIMQ  OUTPUT  DATA  F!£ 

•  AT  LEAST  SO  PERCaVT  OF  ALL  GRADUATES  ARE  OoO  CMUANS 
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TRAINING  ATTENDED  ONLY  BY  CIVILIANS 


We  finish  our  assessment  of 
training  sources  by  presenting  statistics 
on  DoD  courses  attended  only  by 
civilians.  Figure  2-6  shows  there  were 
212  such  courses  in  FY93  fi-om  which 
3,750  civilians  graduated.  A  coo^ilete 
listing  of  these  courses  is  available  upon 
request. 


Air  Force  reported  the  most 
courses  with  only  civilian  graduates 
(144),  while  Army  remained  the  training 
source  for  the  largest  number  of  civilians, 
with  1,708  students  in  SS  courses. 

The  single  largest  provido*  of 
courses  with  only  civilian  students  is 
Army  Managemmit  Engineoing  College. 
Twenty-six  such  courses  were  attoided 
by  63 1  civilians  in  FY93 . 


RGURE  2-6 


FY93  DoD  COURSES 

WITH  CIVILIAN  GRADUATES  ONLY 


NUMBER 

OF  COURSES 

ARMY 

55 

USAF 

144 

NAVY 

8 

OTHER 

5 

TOTAL 

212 

BIGGEST  PROVIDER? 


ARMYMGMT 
ENGR  COLLEGE 


•26  COURSES 
-631  GRADS  ^ 


TOTAL  GMADUATES:, 
3750 _ 


INCLUDES  736  NON-OoD 
CIVLIANSATTENDINQ 
>  SUCHCOUSESAS: 

>HA2SAROOUS  DEVICES  TRAMNQ  334 

•  REHAB  TRNQMSTRUCTOR  174 

•  ADVANCED  MOUSTRIAL 

SECUntTYMOMT  107 

■  COUNTBtfMRCOnCS  NARCO- 
TBVIORISM  PERSONAL 
PROTECTION  70 
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TRAINING  ATTENDED  BY  NON-DoD  CIVILIANS 


Figure  2-6  also  shows  thoe  were 
736  non-DoD  dvilians  among  these 
3,750  civilian  graduates.  We  fmind  that 
685  of  the  736,  or  93  percent,  attended 
three  main  categories  of  courses: 

•  Federal  Bureau  of  Inves¬ 
tigation  sent  the  largest  contingent  (334) 
to  the  Hazardous  Devices  Basic  and 
Refresher  Courses  at  Army's  Ordnance, 
Missile  &  Munitions  Center  &  School, 
Redstone  Arsenal,  AL.  FBI  reimbursed 
DoD  $865,000  in  FY93,  vdiich  covered 
school  salaries  and  materials,  ammunition 
exploded  during  training  and  a  percent  of 
installation  base  operations  cost. 

•  Federal,  state  and  local  police 
agencies  graduated  244  people  from  the 
Counter-Narcotics  Narco-Terrorism 


Personal  Protection  Course  and 
Rehabilitation  Training  Instructor 
Course,  both  conducted  by  Army 
Milhaiy  Police  School,  Fort  McClellan, 
AL.  Courses  were  primarily  taught  by 
naobile  training  teams  as  part  of  the 
national  strategy  on  the  war  on  drugs. 
Non-DoD  trainees  do  not  reimburse 
DoD.  This  training  is  funded  under 
authority  established  by  Section  1004 
[Additional  Support  for  Counterdrug 
Activities]  of  the  Defense  Authorization 
Act  of  1991. 

•  Defense  Security  Institute 
(DSI)  graduated  107  cleared  contractors 
who  work  with  classified  documents 
from  its  Advanced  Industrial  Security 
Management  Course.  DSI  is  not 
permitted  to  accept  reimbursement  under 
its  charter. 
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This  chapter  defines  how  we  DMDC's  Training  Output  Data 

functionally  categorize  training  courses  File  is  the  major  source  of  course 

ofifered  by  DoD  institutions  and  shows  descriptions  for  the  1,990  courses 

how  many  DoD  courses  in  FY93  are  offered  by  the  three  services.  We 

ofifered  in  each  category.  contacted  the  other  DoD  training 

institutions  to  obtain  descriptions  of  their 
In  view  of  the  large  number  and  1 19  courses  attended  by  DoD  civilians, 

variety  of  DoD  courses  that  civilians  Mqor  course  concentration  for  Anny  is 

attend,  it  was  necessary  to  devdop  a  in  the  area  of  engineering  and  logistics, 

taxonomy  that  combines  functionally  Navy  in  repair  and  maintenance,  while 

similar  courses  into  a  smaller,  more  Air  Force  is  primarily  oriented  toward 

meaningful  number  of  cat^ories.  We  two  cat^ories—repair  and  maintenance; 

examined  the  title  and  description  of  the  and  communications,  electronics  and 

2,109  courses  ofifered  in  FY93,  then  automated  data  processing  (ADP).  Over 

generated  a  list  of  1 1  broad  cat^ories  80  percent  of  courses  ofiTtfed  by  12  other 

that  serve  to  group  courses  of  .similar  DoD  schools  fall  within  four  cat^ories: 

subject  matter.  personnel  and  administration;  commu¬ 

nications,  electronics  and  ADP;  logistics; 
and  intdligence  and  physical  security. 
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TABLE  3-1 

COURSE  CATEGORIES 

CATEGORY 

SUBJECT  EXAMPLES 

1.  SCENCEtENGMEERMG 

MATHEMATICS,  PHOTO  TECHNOLOGY,  GBeAL&SYSTEMS  B4GMQWG, 

CHWTIIG,  GEODESY,  C0I|)UTBI  BIGieRMa  PROJECT  MANAGaea,  OPBIATIO^ 
RESEARCH 

2.  MEOCM. 

SASIC  HEMTH  R6X  ASKSSMBR;  OCCUPATIONAL  HEALTH.  VISION  C0NSB1VATI0N,  HEMNG 
C0NS8IVAT10N 

1  RESOUnCEilMMGMENT 

FIIANCMLADMNSTRATmACCOUNTMG.  MANPOWER,  BUDGET  AND  PROGRAM  ANAiy^ 

4.  LOGisncs 

CONTRACTMG,  ACQUISmON,  LOGISTICS,  TRANSPOinATION.  SUFPU  DBU^^ 

FOOD  S8MCE,QUALJTY  ASSURANCE.  AMMUNmONSURMBUANCEM«)HANO^ 

5.  POSONNa&MMNSTRATXM 

CIVinGHTS,  PBTSONNa  MANAGEMENT  STARm  EEO ,  PUBLIC  AFARS,  RECORDS 
management;  BXTORIALASSSTANCE 

6.  (X)MMUNKMT10NS.EI£CTn(MCS 
&ADP 

ElECTRONCEQUneJT  NSTALIATION  SMANAGBBTi;  DIGITAL  COMPUTBI MECHAMC 
ELEOIKUIN.  MSTIIJlyBff  MECHANK;  COMPUTBt  A  SVSTBiS  PR^ 

7.  EDUCATION 

TRAM  THE  TRAI£R,  GRADUATE  EDUCATION,  lEADBISHP  DEVEIOPMBTT:  TOTAL  QUAL^ 
MANAGBENT 

8.  LEGAL 

CUWIS,  TORT  LITIGATION.  eiVnONMBnAL  LAW  AND  CONTRACTS,  PROCURByen^ 

a  NIEUJGBICEASECUnTY 

RRE  POLICE,  RNGBiWIWG.  SECUIITY  SAFm  MTEUGDICE.  FORENSIC 

10.  VEHOE&EQUP  OPERATION 

MACHMBW  OPBIATm  AM  TRAFFIC  CONTROL  SHPIOADMG  AND  STOWAGE 

11.  REPAIR &MAMTENANCE 

WEAPON  SYSTB«.\eiCL£EQUnyiBnRBWRaMAINTBIANCE,  AND  MANTENANCE 
MANAOaeiT 

SOURCE:  OniMEXAIIflNATIONOFOoOOOURSEOESOIF^ 

Tabel  3-1  lists  the  1 1  functional  The  examples  help  to  define  these 

course  categories  that  resulted  fi'om  our  categories  and  clarify  our  taxonomy  for 

review  of  DoD  course  descriptions.  assigning  types  of  courses  to  the  various 

categories. 
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CONTENT  BY  DoD  COMPONENT 


The  DoD  component  distribution 
of  2,109  courses  attended  by  civilians  in 
FY93  is  shown  in  Table  3-2.  A  detailed 
listing  of  course  categorization  by  DoD 
component  is  available  upon  request. 
We  find  the  following  trends  at  service 
training  institutions; 

•  about  25  and  21  percent  of 
Army  courses  are  in  the  areas  of 
engineering  and  logistics,  respectively. 
Two  categories—resource  management 
and  communications,  electronics  and 
ADP-each  account  for  16  percent. 

•  over  half  (52  percent)  of  Navy 
courses  are  categorized  as  repair  and 
nuuntenance.  Intelligence  and  physical 


security  courses  comprise  the  next 
highest  concentration.  These  1 1 1 
courses  constitute  18  percent  of  Navy 
total. 

•  repair  and  maintenance  courses 
make  up  26  percent  of  all  Air  Force 
training  of  civilians.  This  is  followed  by 
communications,  electronics  and  ADP,  at 
22  percent. 

•  Navy  and  Air  Force  conduct 
91  percent  of  all  DoD  repair  and 
maintenance  courses  attended  by 
civilians,  while  Army  and  Air  Force 
together  offer  87  percent  of  all  resource 
management  and  82  percent  of  all 
logistics  courses. 


TABLE  3-2 

COURSE  CONTENT  BY  DoD  COMPONENT 


FY93  COURSE 

FY93  NUMBER  OP  COiRSES 

CATEGORY 

ARMY 

NAVY 

USAF 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

SOENCE  •  BMMEBWQ 
MEOCAL 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 
LOGISTICS 
PSISONNEL/ADMM 
COMMUCS,  aECTROMCS  S  ADP 
EDUCATION 
LEGAL 

INTB.  S  PHYSICAL  SECURITY 
VEHKLE/EQUP  OPERATION 
REPAIR  S  MAINTENANCE 


ARMY . . .  ENGINEERING  & 
LOGISTICS 

NAVY . . .  REPAIR  &  MAINT 
USAF . . .  REPAIR  &  MAINT; 

COMMUNIC'S.  ELEC^ 
V.  ADP  X 


723  63a  628  119  Z.IO0 


SOURCE:  OMOCTRAMMQOUTPUrDATAnUEPDRAflMY.NAVY.AnFORCE 
INPUT  HKM  MBrnUTIONS  FOR  OTHBL  DoO  ACTMTES 
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Chapters.  Course  Content 


CONTENT  AT  OTHER  DoD  SCHOOLS 


We  display  in  Table  3-3  the 
content  distribution  of  119  courses 
offered  by  1 2  other  DoD  training 
institutions.  Here  are  the  major  findings; 

•  about  80  percent  of  all  training 
(96  courses)  is  found  in  four  course 
categories: 

(1)  personnel  and  administration 
(27  courses,  23  percent  of  total) 

(2)  communications,  electronics 
and  ADP  (24  courses,  20  percent  of 
total) 

(3)  logistics  (23  courses,  19 
percent  of  total) 


(4)  intelligence  and  physical 
security  (22  courses,  18  percent  of  total) 

•  Defense  Information  Systems 
Agency  and  Defense  Systems 
Management  College  together  account 
for  almost  half  (4S  percent)  of  all 
training. 

•  five  institutions  combine  for 
less  than  10  percent  of  all  courses: 
Defense  Visual  Information  School, 
Defense  Equal  Opportunity  Management 
Institute,  Defense  Commissary  Agency, 
Armed  Forces  Medical  Intelligence 
Center  and  Defense  Resources 
Management  Institute. 
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CHArrER4:  BKIQUENCY 


This  cluqyter  contains  data  on  the 
total  size  of  the  DoD  civilian  workforce, 
the  number  i^o  recdve  training  and  how 
much  training  th^  receive. 

The  Defense  Maiq)ower  Data 
Center  (DMDC)  provided  data  on  the 
total  size  of  the  civilian  workforce.  This 
includes  all  US  and  overseas  (CONUS 
and  OCONUS)  direct  hire  employees  in  a 
paid,  active  status  as  of  30  September  of 
the  fiscal  year  in  questiotL  It  does  not 
include  intelligence  activities  or  foreign 
nationals.  Data  on  work  categories, 
number  of  employees  receiving  training 
and  amount  of  training  they  receive  was 


We  developed  two  benchmarks 
for  measuring  civilian  training  ten:q)o: 

•  percent  of  employees  who 
received  training  This  is  obtained  by 
dividing  each  fiscal  year's  civilian  end 
strength  (as  reported  by  DMDC)  by  the 
number  of  civilians  who  attended  training 
events  of  eight  hours  or  longer  (as 
reported  by  DoD  conq)onents  to  0PM). 

•  average  annual  training  hniirs 
per  trainee  This  benchmark  is  generated 
using  two  training  workload  statistics 


furnished  by  0PM.  A  list  of  the  DoD 
conq>onents  who  responded  to  0PM  and 
\^ose  data  is  included  in  this  analysis  is 
at  Appendix  B.  Data  is  conq)lete 
through  FY92,  as  many  DoD  elements 
had  not  conq)leted  their  FY93  civilian 
training  conq)ilation  at  the  time  of  our 
study. 

The  training  workload  statistics 
we  will  present  are  based  on  the  number 
of  events  and  training  hours  DoD 
components  reported  to  0PM.  They  do 
not  reflect  the  training  requironents  of 
any  particular  DoD  component  or 
training  institution. 


IPO  BENCHMARKS 

DoD  conq)onents  report  to  0PM.  We 
divided  the  total  number  of  short-  and 
long-term  training  hours  by  the  number 
of  people  trained. 

Our  major  findings  are  that 
although  the  civilian  workforce  declined 
four  percent  to  about  972,000  people 
between  FY90-92,  civilian  training 
tempo  remained  relatively  constant: 
about  half  the  workforce  receives 
training  each  year,  with  each  trainee 
recdving  about  55  hours  of  annual 
training.  This  is  eight  percent  above  the 
51  annual  training  hours  received  by  the 
total  federal  workforce. 
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FIGURE  4-1 

FY90-93  CIVILIAN  WORKFORCE  TRENDS 

(END  STRENGTH  IN  THOUSANDS) 


tlQIE: 

6%  DECUNE, 
FY92-93 


SOURCE:  DIRECT  CONUS  ft  OCQNUSWORKBtSM  PAD,  ACnVE  STATUS. 
AS  OF  30  SEP  XX  (PBI OMDQ 


SIZE  OF  THE  WORKFORCE 


Figure  4-1  shows  a  consistent 
downward  trend  in  DoD  civilian 
employment.  There  were  about  972,000 
DoD  civilians  in  FY92,  a  four  percent 
drop  from  FY90.  The  pace  of  this 
decline  accelerated  to  six  percent 


between  FY92-93.  We  expect  this  trend 
to  continue,  since  the  President's 
February  1994  budget  request  to 
Congress  calls  for  reducing  the  DoD 
civilian  full  time  equivalent  workforce  to 
873,000  by  FY95. 
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Chapter  4:  Frequency 


FIGURE  4-2 


FY92  DoD  CIVILIANS  BY  COMPONENT 


OTMEH* 

191,036 


NAW 

300.441 

(31») 


SOURCE:  DIRECT  HIRE  CONUS  a  OCONUS  WORKERS 
IN  PNO,  ACTIVE  STATUS  AS  OF  ao  SEP  92 
(PERDMOO  _ 


TOTAL: 

971,659 


WORKFORCE  DISTRIBUTION 


Figure  4-2  depicts  the  FY92  Defense  Logistics  Agency .  64,766 

distribution  of  civilians  among  major  National  Guard  Bureau .  53,698 

DoD  components.  Army  and  Navy  Defense  Commissary  Agency  ...  .  17,788 

en^loy  the  largest  number,  about  DoD  Dependents  Schools .  14,099 

300,000  each.  The  "Other"  category  Defense  Finance  &  Accounting 

comprises  20  percent  of  the  workforce,  Service .  10,672 

with  seven  components  accounting  for  Defense  Mapping  Agency .  7,924 

92  percent  of  that  191,036:  Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency  .  .  5,876 
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Chapter  4:  Frequtticy 


TABLE  4-1 

DoD  COMPONENT  WORKFORCE  TRENDS 

_ ON  THOUSANDS) _ 


OoO 

COMPONENT 

FY90 

FY91 

FY92 

FY93 

% 

90^ 

ARMY 

325 

313 

295 

263 

-19% 

NAVY 

323 

313 

300 

279 

-14% 

USAF 

210 

194 

185 

168 

-20% 

OTHER 

151 

166 

191 

200 

-1-32% 

TOTAL 

1009 

986 

972 

911 

-10% 

SCXJRCE:  nRECTHnEOlNUS  a  OCONUSWORMStSM  PAID,  ACTIVE  STATUS. 
AS  OF  ao  SEP  XX  (PER  OMOC) 

NOTE  NUMBaSMAYNOTADOOUETOROUNaNO _ 


WORKFORCE  TRENDS  BY  DoD  COMPONENT 


The  three  services  experienced 
significant  civilian  staffing  reductions 
from  FY90-93,  as  shown  in  Table  4-1. 
Army  civilian  workforce  decreased  by  19 
percent.  Navy  by  14  percent  and  Air 
Force  by  20  percent. 

Other  DoD  components 
experienced  a  32  percent  workforce 
increase.  A  significant  cause  for  this 


growth  is  the  transfer  and  consolidation 
of  many  service  fimctions  imder  defense 
agency  control.  For  exan^)le,  the 
Defense  Finance  &  Accounting  Service 
was  established  in  January  1991  and  had 
a  FY93  workforce  of  24,043.  Similarly, 
the  Defense  Commissary  Agency  was 
formed  in  October  19^.  Its  FY93 
workforce  amounted  to  17,692. 
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FY92  EMPLOYEES  BY  WORK  CATEGORY 


We  also  examined  the  total 
civilian  workforce  size  in  terms  of  0PM 
work  categories.  0PM  identijSes  three 
work  categories  in  its  guidance  on 
submitting  annual  reports  of  civilian 
training  on  0PM  Form  1524  [Annual 
Statistical  Summary  of  Training  Data]: 

•  executive  -  a  Senior  Executive 
Service  (SES)  level  position  or 
equivalent 

•  manager  and  supervisor  •  as 
defined  by  the  agency  or  Supervisory 
Grade  Evaluation  Guide 


•  nonsupervisor  -  as  defined  by 
the  agency. 

Figure  4-3  displays  the  FY92 
percentage  of  civilians  in  each  category. 
This  was  determined  by  extracting  the 
totals  reported  to  0PM  by  participating 
DoD  componoits,  then  prorating  these 
to  the  actual  September  1992  end 
strength  provid«l  by  DMDC. 
Nonsupervisors  make  up  the  bulk  of  the 
workforce,  while  executives  account  for 
only  0.1  S  percent. 


FIGURE  4-3 

FY  92  EMPLOYEES  BY  WORK  CATEGORY 


EXECUTIVES 


SOURCE  WORKCATEQORYPBICeNTAQaSIIEPORTOTOOPMBVDoOCOMPONBfTSPOR 
PERMO  ENDMUQ  30  SEP  »,  MO  RAISD  TO  ACniAL  30  SEP  92  DMDC  8TRBI0TH 
TCTAtS  POR  OmeCT  HIRE  CONUS  a  OCONUS  WORKERS  IN  PMOACnVE  STATUS 


DoO  Civilian  Training  Study 


Page  22 


Chapta'4;  Frequency 


BENCHMARK  I 


PERCENT  OF  EMPLOYEES  WHO  RECEIVED  TRAINING 

BY  DoD  COMPONENT 


The  FY90-92  DoD  component 
trends  for  the  first  benchmark  are  shown 
in  Figure  4-4.  The  total  DoD  percent  of 
civilians  trained  remained  relatively 
constant.  The  49  percent  who  received 
training  in  FY92  equates  to  about 
475,000  enq>loyees.  There  are  sig¬ 
nificant  differences  among  DoD 
conoqionents. 

Army,  Air  Force  and  other  DoD 
report  downward  trends,  while  Navy  is 


the  only  conqx>nent  to  report  an  upward 
tmd.  Navy's  17  percent  increase 
coincides  with  mandatory  FY92  sexual 
harassment  training  ordered  for  all  Navy 
employees.  Navy  suggested  its  FY91 
data  is  questionable  but  is  unable  to  noake 
corrections.  Ara^  reported  an  1 8 
percent  decline  in  percent  of  workforce 
trained,  yet  its  FY92  level  of  47 
percent  is  significantly  higher  than  the 
33  percent  reported  by  Air  Force. 
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BENCHMARK  I  (continaed) 

PERCENT  OF  EMPLOYEES  WHO  RECEIVED  TRAINING 

BY  WORK  CATEGORY 


We  showed  in  Figure  4-3  that 
nonsupervisors  constitute  about  85 
percent  of  DoD's  FY92  workforce, 
managm  &  supervisors  account  for 
about  15  percent  and  executives  0.15 
percent.  We  used  our  first  benchmark  to 
examine  how  training  was  distributed 
across  work  cat^ories  between  FY90- 
92. 


As  shown  in  Figure  4-5,  an 
average  of  about  60  percent  of  managers 
and  supervisors  were  trained  in  each  of 
these  years.  This  is  10  percentage  points 
or  20  percent  hi^ier  than  the  DoD-wide 
avoage.  In  all  three  years  executives 
and  non-supervisors  experienced 
relatively  equal  training  rates  ~  just 
bdow  50  percent.  The  percent  of 
workforce  trained  in  each  work  category 
remained  fairly  constant  over  the  three 
years. 


RGURE  4-5 

PERCENT  OF  EMPLOYEES  TRAINED 

BY  WORK  CATEGORY 
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SOURCE:  OATAR»>RTEOTOOmiBVDeOCOW>ONENTS 
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RGURE  4-6 

FY92  TRAINING  HOURS 

BY  DoD  COMPONENT  * 


TRAINING  HOURS  IN  THOUSANDS 


%  CHANGE,  FY90-92 

COMPONEUfT 

SHORT 

TBM 

LONQ 

TBM 

TOTAL 

ARMY 

•24% 

-58% 

-28% 

NAVY 

-15 

•8 

-15 

U8AF 

-11 

+  17 

-10 

OTHB1 

-fia 

-26 

+  12 

TOTAL 

•12% 

•37% 

-13% 

SOURCE:  OATAMEPOrrTEOTOOPMByDoOCOMPONBinS 
*  SHORTTERM  B1-ia0  CAYS,  lONQTBMB  121  OAVS  OR  MORE 


TRAINING  HOURS  BY  COMPONENT 


We  showed  in  Charter  2  that  98 
percent  of  all  DoD  courses  attended  by 
DoD  civilians  were  what  0PM  defines  as 
short-tenn,  or  at  least  eight  hours  but 
less  than  121  days  in  duration.  Long¬ 
term  training  is  121  days  or  more. 
Figure  4-6  depicts  the  Act  that  in  FY92 
DoD  conqranents  accounted  for  over  25 
million  hours  of  short-term  and  830,000 
hours  of  long-term  training. 

The  di^bution  of  these  total 
training  hours  among  all  conqmnents 
closely  foUows  the  woridbrce 
distrilmtion  presented  in  Figure  4-2  on 
page  20.  For  example,  Army  accounted 
for  30  percent  of  Ae  FY92  workforce 


aiKl  Figure  4-6  shows  Army  civilians 
attended  about  7.9  million  hours  of  DoD 


FY92  training,  or  30  percent  of  all 


We  also  Ust  the  FY90-92 
percentage  change  in  short-term,  long¬ 
term  and  total  training  hours.  The  three 
services  experienced  fi'om  10  to  26 
percent  reductions.  These  levels  are 
larger  than  their  civilian  workforce 
reductions  summarized  in  Table  4-1  on 
page  21.  The  other  DoD  components 
received  12  percent  more  training  hours. 
This  growth  is  consistent  with  the  26 
percent  increase  in  size  of  the  Other  DoD 
workforce. 
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BENCHMARK  II 

TRAINING  HOURS  PER  TRAINEE 

BY  DoD  COMPONENT 


Figure  4-7  di^lays  our  second 
benchmark,  training  tours  per  trainee. 
The  DoD-wide  average  remained 
relatively  steady  between  FY90-92, 
dropping  fix>m  59  to  55  hours.  OoD 
components  varied  substantially  from  this 
avenge.  Army  and  Air  Force  had  similar 
levels,  while  Navy  dropped  significantly 
to  38  hours  per  trainee  in  FY92.  This 
could  be  due  to  the  fact  that  mandatory 
eight  hour  sexual  harassment  training 
occurred  in  FY92. 

The  Other  DoD  cat^ory  is 
consistently  wdl  above  the  DoD  average, 
ranging  from  82  to  90  hours  per  trainee 
over  this  three  year  period.  This  is 
supported  by  the  fiict  that  other  DoD 


components  send  more  people  to  long¬ 
term  training  events.  In  FY92,  for 
example,  other  DoD  componoits 
accoimted  for  395  of  787  DoD  people  in 
long-term  training,  or  about  half  the 
total.  The  National  Guard  Bureau 
rqmrted  361  long-term  trainees,  or  91 
percem  of  the  other  DoD  total. 

Conqiared  to  the  total  federal 
workforce,  the  average  DoD  trainee 
received  three  more  hours  of  training  in 
FY91  and  four  more  horns  in  FY92.  The 
general  trend  of  decreasing  average 
training  tours  for  FY91  and  FY92  seen 
in  the  total  DoD  data  is  mirrored  in  the 
total  federal  data.  We  were  unable  to 
obtain  total  federal  hours  for  FY90. 


FIGURE  4-7 

AVERAGE  TRAINING  HOURS  PER  TRAINEE 
BY  DoD  COMPONENT 


HOURS 


DoO  FEDERAL 


laFYSO  MFYSI  ■FV92| 

SOURCE:  DATA  RBKXtTS)  TO  OniBV  DoO  COMPONENTS 
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RGURE  4-8 

AVERAGE  TRAINING  HOURS  PER  TRAINEE 

BY  WORK  CATEGORY 


HOURS 
SOO  I 


EXECUTIVE  MGfVSUPV  NONGUPV  TOTAL 


laFVM  ■PVBI  ■FVggl 

SOURCE:  DATA  REFORTED  TO  0PM  BY  DoD  COMPONENTS 


BENCHMARK  II  (continued) 

TRAINING  HOURS  PER  TRAINEE 

BY  WORK  CATEGORY 


As  shown  in  Figure  4-8, 
executives  received  the  highest  avoage 
number  of  training  hours  in  all  years, 
while  managers  &  supervisors  and 
nonsupervisors  were  relatively  equal. 
The  unusually  high  393  hour  average  for 
executives  in  FY90  is  due  to  DoD 
conqronents  reporting  seven  executives 
in  long-term  training.  During  that  year. 


DoD 


for  example,  DoD  sent  two  civilians  to 
the  Sloan  Fellowship  Program  at  the 
Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology, 
one  to  Princeton  University's  Mid-Career 
Program  and  one  to  Indiana  University's 
Education  for  Public  Management 
Program.  These  programs  were  all  ten 
to  twelve  months  long. 
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RQURE  4-9 

NUMBER  OF  FY93  COURSES  BY  COURSE  LENGTH  IN  DAYS 


ill 

mam 

9 

37 

43 

106 

76 

10 

11 

18 

12 

173 

13 

15 

14 

18 

19 

62 

10 

18 

17 

10 

18 

23 

10 

85 

20 

42 

21 

8 

22 

8 

22 

8 

24 

13 

29 

27 

SOURCE:  DMOC  TRACING  a/IPUTFEE  AND  DoOSCMCXXS 


COURSE  LENGTH  FREQUENCY  DISTRIBUTION 


Figure  4-9  displays  the  FY93 
frequency  of  DoD  courses  by  course 
len^.  The  most  frequent  course  length 
is  five  days  (468  occurrences),  with 


secondary  peaks  at  10  days  (228)  and  12 
days  (173).  Course  lengths  beyond  25 
days  were  not  shown  since  the  number  of 
occurrences  is  insignificant. 
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We  examiiied  the  FY90-92 
resources  required  to  fund  the  civilian 
training  identified  above,  displaying  cost 
estimates  by  source  of  training,  cost 
element  and  DoD  conqxment.  Our 
analysis  also  addressed  significant  FY90- 
92  cost  trends.  We  discuss  net  cost  and 
total  cost.  Net  cost  is  defined  as  total 
cost  minus  the  salary  cost  of  civilians 
while  they  attend  training.  We  use  this 


dififerentiation  because  salaries  are 
fimded  outside  training  resource  channels 
and  must  be  paid  even  if  people  do  not 
attend  training.  Total  cost  reflects  DoD's 
total  resource  investment  during  the 
training  process.  All  costs  have  been 
convoted  to  constant  FY94  dollars. 
Cost  estimating  techniques  are  desoibed 
at  AppendbcE. 


SOURCE  OF  TRAINING 


This  analysis  replicates  the 
elements  we  previously  us^  in  Chapter 
2,  Source.  The  federal  sector  covers 
costs  incuired  for  training  conducted 
within  the  DoD  con:q)onent,  that  is, 
training  controlled  by  and  given  to  its 
own  workers.  We  also  include  training 
provided  by  fedoral  activities  other  than 
the  one  in  which  the  trainee  is  aiq)loyed. 
The  non-federal  sector  covers: 

•  training  by  a  college,  university 
or  educational  institution,  professional 
society  or  association 

•  training  provided  by  private, 
profit-making  concerns,  to  include 
individual  contractors,  commercial 
concerns  and  other  private  organizations. 


It  is  inqmrtant  to  note  the 
dififouhy  in  trying  to  compare  cost  by 
training  source.  We  assume,  for 
example,  that  the  registration  and  fees 
DoD  pays  to  collies  &  profisssional 
associations  and  to  private  training 
sources  enable  these  sources  to  recover 
all  their  overhead  costs.  These  costs 
include  the  salaries  of  administrative  and 
support  staf&  phis  such  inflastructure 
cqienses  as  heating,  electricity,  printing 
and  communications.  We  expect  that 
non-DoD  federal  training  sources  include 
all  their  overhead  costs  in  thdr 
registration  fees,  as  wdl.  You  will  learn 
that  cost  for  training  provided  within 
DoD  component  covers  only  a  portion  of 
these  ov^ead  costs,  namely,  the  labor 
cost  of  administrative  and  support  Staff. 
Inflastructure  costs  for  training  provided 
within  DoD  component  are  ndth^ 
documented  nor  reported,  and  thus  are 
not  included  in  our  cost  analysis. 
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FY92  TRAINING  COST  BY  SOURCE 

Figure  S«1  depicts  a  FY92  total  cost,  or  $227  million,  and  24 


snapshot  of  total  and  net  training  cost  by 
source.  Training  provided  within  DoD 
conq)onent  is  the  largest  category, 
amounting  to  just  over  half  (S3  percent) 
of  both  total  and  net  cost.  Training 
provided  by  private,  profit-making 
sources  represents  about  one-fifth  of 


percent  ($133  million)  of  net  cost.  The 
two  smallest  sources  of  civilian  training 
are  other  federal  and  college  zui 
professional  associations.  Together 
these  amount  to  $272  million,  or  26 
percent  of  total  cost.  They  account  for 
$126  million  (23  percent)  of  net  cost. 
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FIGURE  5-2 

TRENDS  IN  TOTAL  COST  BY  SOURCE 
_ (FY  94  DOLLARS  IN  MILLIONS) 

FY  92  AMOUNT  IN  PARENTHESES 

•xc  . . 
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SOURCE:  DATA  REPORTED  TO  0PM  By0a0C0MI>0NENT5.M00linE0  BY  DoO  DEFLATORS 
AND  OMOC  AVERAGE  SALARY  TOTALS 
NOTE:  TOTALS  MAY  NOT  ADO  DUE  TO  ROUNOMQ 


TOTAL  COST  BY  SOURCE 


Figure  5-2  shows  FY90-92 
variations  in  total  cost.  While  the 
cumulative  cost  fell  by  13  percent,  funds 
spent  on  training  provided  through 
colleges  &  professional  associations 


declined  by  a  much  higher  rate  of  38 
percent.  Total  cost  of  training  provided 
through  the  other  three  sources  each  fell 
at  rates  below  the  cumulative  13  percent 
reduction. 
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FIGURE  5-3 

TRENDS  IN  NET  COST  BY  SOURCE 
_ (FY  94  DOLLARS  IN  MILLIONS) 

FY  92  AMOUNT  IN  PARENTHESES 
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NET  COST  BY  SOURCE 


Figure  5-3  depicts  components  of 
the  three  year,  IS  percent  drop  in  net 
cost.  Funding  for  college  &  professional 
association  training  fell  at  a  much  greater 
43  percent  rate.  Similar  to  total  cost,  the 
net  cost  of  training  provided  within  DoD 


component  and  through  private  sources 
fell  at  rates  below  the  15  percent  overall 
decrease.  The  net  cost  of  training 
provided  through  other  federal  sources, 
however,  actually  grew  by  10  percent. 
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COST  ELEMENT 


There  are  two  general  elements 
that  DoD  com|)onents  report  to  0PM— 
agency  expenses  and  trainee  expenses. 

(1)  Agency  Expenses.  These 
consist  of: 


••  Staff  salaries  for  agency 
workers  who  are  civilian  personnel 
instructors  (direct  costs),  provide 
administrative  and  clerical  support  or  are 
in  the  GS-23S  [Educatioiud  Development 
Specialist]  or  equivalent  job  series 
(indirect  costs). 

••  Externally  purchased  products 
or  services,  which  include  needs 
assessments  and  evaluations;  course 
development  materials,  like  pilot  courses, 
that  are  handed  off  to  the  DoD 
component;  off-the-shelf  course 
packages;  and  course-specific  materials. 

(2)  Trainee  Expenses.  There 
are  three  items  in  this  category; 

••  trainee  salary  and  benefits  of 
civilians  while  they  are  attending  training. 
We  generated  these  cost  estimates  using 
the  techniques  described  in  Appendix  £. 
DoD  components  do  not  report  these 
costs  to  0PM. 


••  Travel  and  per  diem  costs 
associated  with  the  trainee's  travel  to  and 
from  a  training  site  and  with  maintaining 
the  trainee  at  that  site. 

••  Tuition  and  other  costs  paid 
by  a  DoD  component  to  the  provider  of 
training.  These  include  the  trainee's 
tuition,  registration  fees,  books  and  other 
materials  and  supplies. 

We  did  not  include  infi^istructure 
costs  in  our  estimates.  These  can  be 
broadly  categorized  in  two  areas.  First 
are  base  operation  support  costs  to 
maintain  a  training  institution,  such  as 
heating,  electricity  and  communications 
for  classrooms  and  other  academic 
facilities.  Second  are  indirect  costs  other 
than  those  identified  in  agency  expenses, 
above.  These  could  include  O&M  costs 
incurred  for  administrative  training  stafis 
at  nuqor  command  and  subordinate  levels 
that  perform  such  fimetions  as 
developing  programs  of  instruction  and 
lesson  plans,  plus  scheduling  and 
monitoring  institution  training  attended 
by  DoD  civilians. 

We  will  address  the  issue  of 
identifying  and  quantifying  infi'astructure 
and  other  indirect  costs  not  already 
reported  to  0PM  in  Chapter  7, 
Unanswered  Questions. 
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COST  BY  DoD  COMPONENT 


We  will  present  DoD  component 
data  in  four  cathodes  —  Navy  [including 
US  Marine  Corps],  Air  Force,  Army  and 
Otho'  DoD.  This  latter  cat^ory  includes 
those  that  reported  their  FY90-92  annual 
civilian  training  workload  and  cost  to 


0PM  on  OPM  Form  1186  (Personnel 
Engaged  in  Agency  Training  Activities) 
and  OPM  Form  1524  (Annual  Statistical 
Summary  of  training  Activities). 
Appendix  B  lists  all  DoD  components 
that  reported  to  OPM  from  FY90-92. 


TABLE  5-1 

TOTAL  DoD  COST 

(CONSTANT  FY94  $  IN  MILUONS) 
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TOTAL  DoD  COST 


The  cost  and  workload 
comparison  in  Table  S-1  shows  that 
while  the  total  number  of  training  hours 
fell  by  3.8  million,  a  12  percent  decline, 
the  net  and  total  costs  decreased  at 
slightly  greater  rates  of  15  and  13 
percent.  Examining  individual  cost 
elements  we  see  that; 

•  trainee  salary  constitutes  about 
half  the  total  cost  in  FY90  and  FY92. 

•  in  FY92  the  $220  million 


trainee  tuition  cost  accounts  for  40 
percent  of  net  cost 

•  about  $123  million  was  spent 
on  trainee  travel  and  per  diem,  or  22 
percent  of  net  cost. 

Each  DoD  component  will  be 
discussed  separately.  This  will  include 
componmit  comparisons  to  DoD-wide 
average  net  and  total  cost  per  individual 
trained  [$1,161  and  $2,242],  and  net  and 
total  cost  per  training  hour  [$21  and 
$41]. 
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NAVY  COST 


Navy  costs  are  summarized  in 
Table  S-2.  The  FY91  net  and  total  costs 
are  significantly  higher  than  FY90  and 
FY92.  Navy  has  reevaluated  its  prior 
year  training  submissions  to  0PM  and 
believes  its  FY91  report  contains 
erroneous  data.  For  this  reason  we  will 
only  discuss  cost  comparisons  between 
FY90andFY92. 

Navy's  net  and  total  costs 
dropped  by  46  and  34  percent.  This 
greatly  exceeded  the  IS  percent  decline 
in  number  of  training  hours.  Navy  has 
also  adjusted  its  mix  of  external  to 
internal  training  sources.  The  number  of 
training  events  conducted  by  Navy  and 
other  federal  activities  rose  15  percent  to 
250,000.  Training  events  provided 
through  colleges,  professional  assoc¬ 
iations  and  private  sources  fell  23  percent 
to  109,000. 


Navy's  net  and  total  training  cost 
p«r  hour  are  slightly  (10  and  five  percent) 
higher  than  the  DoD-wide  average.  On 
the  other  band.  Navy's  $888  net  cost  per 
individual  trained  is  24  percent  below  the 
$1,161  DoD-wide  average  and  the 
$1,645  total  cost  per  individual  trained  is 
27  percent  below  the  DoD-wide  average. 

We  showed  in  Ch^ter  2  that 
Navy  offers  its  638  courses  at  the  largest 
number  of  training  locations  (66).  There 
are  also  many  instances  where  Navy 
conducts  the  same  course  at  up  to  eight 
different  training  institutions.  Navy's 
dispersed  training  netwoilc  apparently 
means  fewer  civilians  have  to  be  on 
temporary  duty  travel  to  receive  training. 
This  is  supported  by  the  faa  that  in 
FY92  Nav^s  $26  million  travel  and  per 
diem  cost  amoimted  to  15  percent  of  net 
cost,  compared  with  the  DoD-wide 
average  of  22  percent. 
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TABLE  5-3 


AIR  FORCE  COST 
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AIR  FORCE  COST 


Table  5-3  displays  a  relatively 
coDsistent  FY90-92  decline  in  almost  all 
cost  elements.  Air  Force  experienced  a 
greater  percentage  decline  in  net  and 
total  cost  (17  and  12  percent)  than  in 
number  of  training  hours  (10  percent). 

When  calculating  civilian  training 
benchmarks  in  Ch^er  4,  we  discovered 
a  sizeable  percentage  shift  in  number  of 
Air  Force  training  events  by  source,  as 
reported  to  0PM  by  Air  force.  Total 
number  of  events  dropped  18  percent  to 
117,000.  This  could  be  a  contributing 
factor  in  the  38  percent 


decline  in  trainee  travel  and  per  diem 
costs.  College  and  professional 
association  events  fell  by  38  percent, 
over  twice  the  cumulative  avoage 
decrease.  Number  of  Air  Force  internal 
events  and  private  events  declined  by  19 
and  13  percent,  while  the  number  of 
events  from  other  federal  sources  rose  3 
percent,  to  9,688. 

Air  Force  net  and  total  cost  per 
individual  trained  are  two  and  10  percent 
above  the  DoD-wide  average.  Ilie  net 
and  total  cost  per  training  hour  are  14 
and  seven  percent  below  the  DoD-wide 
average. 
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TABLE  5-4 


ARMY  COST 


(CONSTANT  FY94  $  IN  MILUONS) 
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ARMY  COST 


Table  S-4  shows  that  Army's  net 
and  total  cost  grew  by  44  and  two 
percent,  while  the  number  of  training 
hours  fell  by  26  percent  to  7.9  million. 

Our  efforts  to  generate  civilian 
training  benchmarks  in  Chapter  4 
included  a  close  analysis  of  training 
events  the  services  reported  to  0PM. 
We  found  there  were  significant  shifts  in 
Army  training  hours  by  source  over  the 
FY90-92  timefi’ame.  Number  of  Army 
internal  hours  and  other  federal  hours 


dropped  by  35  percent  to  S.  1  million,  yet 
there  was  an  18  percent  rise  in  training 
hours  fi’om  private  sources.  This  greater 
reliance  on  private  training  contributes  to 
the  S42  million,  102  percent  increase  in 
trainee  tuition  costs. 

Army  net  and  total  average  cost 
per  individual  trained  are  12  and  eight 
percent  above  the  DoD-wide  average. 
Similarly,  Army's  net  and  total  cost  per 
training  hour  are  10  and  five  percent 
above  the  DoD  average. 


ijQI 
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TABLE  5-5 

OTHER  DoD  COST 


(CONSTANT  FY94  $  IN  MILUONS) 
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OTHER  DoD  COST 


Unlike  the  services,  the  Other 
DoD  portion  of  our  population  grew  in 
size  betwem  FY90-92.  In  Chapter  4,  for 
example,  we  showed  that  this  DoD 
component  increased  from  151,000  to 
191,000,  a  26  percent  jump.  Table  5-S 
summarizes  a  719,000,  12  percent 

increase  in  training  hours.  Other  DoD 
net  and  total  costs  grew  at  smaUer,  seven 
and  1 1  percent  rates. 

Analyzing  the  number  of  training 
events  reported  to  0PM  indicates  they 
increased  41  percent  (to  37,000)  for 
private  sources.  This  is  a  likely  cause  of 
the  $6  million,  23  percent  growth  in 
trainee  tuition  costs.  Whhin  DoD 
component  training  events  grew  35 


percent  (to  137,000),  while  college  and 
professional  association  events  increased 
by  eight  p^-cait  to  16,000.  Trainmg 
events  provided  through  other  federal 
sources  declined  to  30,000,  an  11 
percent  drop  from  Fy90. 

Other  DoD  net  and  total  average 
cost  per  individual  trained  are  33  and  42 
percent  higher  than  the  DoD-wide 
average.  This  partially  reflects  a  155 
percoit  increase  in  the  number  of  long 
term  training  events.  The  National 
Guard  Bureau  accounted  for  80  po-cent 
of  these  4S 1  long  term  events  in  FY92. 
The  Other  DoD  net  and  total  cost  per 
training  hour  were  10  and  five  percent 
above  the  DoD-wide  average. 
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We  previously  documented  120 
DoD  training  institutions  offering  2,237 
different  courses  in  FY92  attended  by 
DoD  civilians.  As  part  of  the  separate 
analysis  of  professional  development 
s’  courses  for  military  and  civilian 
n.  iTS  of  DoD,  we  are  describing 
selected  case  studies  of  the  operations, 
workload  and  resource  profiles  of  five 
DoD  training  institutions.  In  three  of 
these  institutions  civilians  make  up  the 
maiority  of  graduates  (Army 
Mana^ment  Engineeting  Collie,  Anoy 
Defense  Ammunition  Center  &  School 
and  Army  Engmeeting  and  Housing 
Support  Center).  Two  case  studies 
depia  emerging  trends  in  fimctional 
training  offered  by  a  consortium  of 
schools  (Defense  Acquisition  University 
and  Ddfense  Business  Managemat 
University). 

The  nu^or  findings  from  these 
case  studies  ate: 

(1)  DoD  has  begun  "fee  for 
service"  training  and  rdated  consulting 
services  at  the  Army  Management 
Engineering  College  (AMEC). 

(2)  AMEC  was  recently 
designated  a  Reinvention  Laboratory  as  a 
part  of  the  National  Performance  Review 


process.  AMEC  is  seeking  approval  to 
solicit  customars  from  state  and  local 
governments. 

(3)  The  studentrfiiculty  ratio 
increased  over  three  years  at  smaller 
training  institutions  where  DoD  civilians 
conqnise  the  nuyority  of  all  graduates. 

(3)  The  acquisition  and 
conq>troller  fields  are  using  very 
divergent  management  techniques  as  they 
transition  to  Standardized  fimctional 
training  offered  by  a  consortium  of 
schools: 

•  The  acquisition  com¬ 
munity,  throu^  the  Defense  Acquisition 
Univer^,  operates  a  very  cetdralized 
training  S3rstem.  DAU  controls 
curriculum,  student  sdection  and  fimding 
from  its  $86.8  million  O&M  budget  for 
FY94. 

•  The  comptroller  com¬ 
munity,  through  the  Defense  Business 
Management  Univosity,  uses  a 
decentralized  system  to  control 
functional  training.  DBMU  has  a  $3.8 
million  O&M  budget  in  FY94  and 
primarily  exercises  a  coordinating  role  in 
both  curriculum  development  and 
training  dehv^. 
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ARMY  MANAGEMENT  ENGINEERING  COLLEGE 


AMEC  was  established  at  Rock 
Island,  IL,  in  1952.  Its  FY94  curricuhim 
contains  86  courses  offisred  in  four 
academic  areas.  Information  systems  is 
the  largest,  ofiEering  27  courses,  or  31 
percent  of  the  total.  This  is  followed  by 
resource  management  (22  courses,  or  26 
percent  of  the  total),  acquisition  (21 
courses,  24  percent),  and  l^ership  and 
total  quality  (16  courses,  19  percent). 
The  American  Council  on  Education  has 
approved  43,  or  half  of  AMECs  courses, 
for  accreditation.  AMEC  also  sponsors 
four  Defense  Acquisition  University 
courses  and  is  pursuing  approval  to 
become  a  certified  offeror  of  five  others. 

AMEC  is  actively  participating  in 
Vice  President  Gore's  National 
Performance  Review  process.  AMEC 
was  designated  a  Defense  Performance 
Review  Reinvention  Laboratory  in 
December  1993  and  is  seddng  qiproval 
to  solicit  customers  from  state  and  local 
governments. 

Staffing.  Figure  6-1  shows  that 
AMECs  training  infrastructure  remained 
relatively  coin&«ot  between  FY90-93, 
though  initiatives  are  underway  to 
relocate  its  fimuhy  closer  to  potmtial 
customers  throughout  the  United  States. 
Faculty  workyears  dropped  from  76  to 
74,  but  total  AMEC  sta^g  grew  three 
and  one-half  workyears,  or  three  percent. 
This  was  due  to  the  five  and  one-half 
workyear  increase  in  administrative  and 
support  staff.  AMEC  has  established  a 
growing  network  of  Regional  Training 
Centers  within  this  total  workforce. 


There  are  five  and  three  person  RTCs 
operating  out  of  DoD  fifties  in  St. 
Louis,  MO,  and  Huntsville,  AL,  while  a 
one  person  RTC  is  active  in  Denver,  CO. 
AMEC  proposes  to  open  RTCs  in 
Washington,  DC,  Monto^,  CA,  and 
San  Diego,  CA.  These  locations  were 
chosen  because  of  thdr  proximity  to 
sizable  DoD  target  audieiK:es  for  AMEC 
sources  and  consulting  services. 

Cnrriciilum.  The  numbor  of 
different  courses  offo'ed  by  AMEC 
dropped  10  percent,  from  122  to  110, 
while  the  number  of  total  course 
offerings  rose  from  655  to  675,  a  three 
percent  increase.  Note  that  26  of  the 
110  courses  AMEC  taught  in  FY93— 
almost  one-fourth  of  the  total— bad  only 
dvilian  graduates. 

Student  Workload.  As  shown 
in  Figure  6-2,  the  number  of  graduates 
dropped  slightly  between  FY90-93. 
There  were  14,600  total  graduates  in 
FY90.  This  fell  by  four  percent  to 
14,000  in  FY93.  The  student 
graduateifruailty  ratio  fell  from  192.1:1 
to  189.2:1,  a  drop  of  one  and  one-half 
pCTcent. 

About  93  percent  of  all  FY90 
graduates  were  DoD  civilians.  The 
FY93  graduates  consisted  of  84  percent 
DoD  civilians,  15  po'cent  military  and 
other,  phis  one  percmt  non-DoD 
civilians.  The  non-DoD  civilian 
percentage  of  graduates  is  expected  to 
increase  significantly  if  AMEC  gets  NPR 
approval  to  train  state  and  local 
govermnent  workers. 
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RGURE  6-1 

ARMY  MANAGEMENT  ENGINEERING  COLLEGE 
FY90-93  INFRASTRUCTURE  SUMMARY 
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FIGURE  6-2 

ARMY  MANAGEMENT  ENGINEERING  COLLEGE 
FY90-93  WORKLOAD  SUMMARY 
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Resources:  Fee  for  Service 

Operations.  FY94  represents  a 
watershed  resourcing  year  for  AMEC.  It 
is  the  last  year  AMEC  will  receive  O&M 
direct  flin^.  Figure  6-3  indicates  that 
$2.3  million,  or  24  percent  of  AMEC's 
$9.8  million  O&M  budget  for  FY94,  is 
direct  funded  through  Army  resourcing 
channels.  The  $7.5  million  balance,  or 
76  percent  of  operating  budget  expenses, 
must  be  genoated  through  reimlnirsable 
dollars  paid  by  customers.  The 
movement  toward  reimbursable,  fee  for 
sovice  operations  dates  to  FY91,  when 
it  accounted  for  seven  percent  of  budget. 
That  rose  to  IS  percent  in  FY92  and  31 
percent  in  FY93.  By  FY95  AMEC  will 
be  operating  on  a  100  percent 
reimbursable  basis. 

Customers  now  reimbursing 
AMEC  include  both  students  attending 
AMEC  courses  and  organizations 
receiving  AMEC  consulting  services. 

•  AMEC  consulting  includes  on¬ 
site  advice  and  assistance  to  inqilement 
total  quality  leadership  and  management 


techniques,  facilitating  strat^c  planning 
sesfflons  and  other  related  services.  For 
example,  AMEC  has  been  assisting  the 
DoD  Military  Enlistmoit  Processing 
Command  (MEPCOM)  in  redeagning  its 
organization,  determining  staffing  levels 
and  conducting  marketing  surveys. 

•  AMEC  provides  consulting 
services  on  a  reimbursable,  fee  for 
service  basis.  Customers  pay  $1,000  a 
day  per  consultant,  phis  their  travel  and 
per  dion  expenses. 

On  October  1,  1993,  AMEC 
students  began  paying  on  a  fee  for 
service  basis.  For  example,  each  student 
pays  AMEC  firom  $300  to  $460  for  five 
day  courses  conducted  at  Rock  Island, 
IL.  Exporting  five  day  AMEC  courses 
using  mobile  training  teams  costs  the 
requesting  organization  fi'om  $5,000  to 
$6,000.  It  is  too  early  to  discern  any 
trends  in  projected  versus  actual  student 
enrollment  in  this  fee  for  service 
environment,  though  AMEC  has  noticed 
"sticker  shock"  from  some  requesting 
organizations. 
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ARMY  DEFENSE  AMMUNITION  CENTER  &  SCHOOL 


This  school  is  located  in  Savanna, 
IL,  and  trains  civilians  in  such  courses  as 
E}q)losive  Safety  for  Firing  Ranges, 
Electrical  E}q>losives  Safety  and 
Transportation  of  Hazardous  Material. 
Figure  6-4  shows  that  total  graduates 
grew  to  4,877  between  Fy91-93,  a  19 
percent  increase.  Civilians  coic^rise  56 
percent  of  the  FY93  figure,  a  drop  fi-om 
63  percent  in  FY91.  There  was  no  net 


increase  in  faculty  size  over  the  three 
fiscal  years.  While  we  have  shown  that 
the  overall  size  of  the  DoD  civilian 
workforce  has  been  dropping  since 
FY90,  this  school's  graduate  workload 
grew  19  percent  between  FY91-93.  The 
student  graduateifeculty  ratio  grew  fi-om 
77:1  in  FY91  to  92:1  in  FY93,  a  19 
percent  increase. 
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ARMY  ENGINEERING  &  HOUSING  SUPPORT  CENTER 


This  Fort  Bdvoir,  VA,  institution 
is  the  third  example  of  schools  in  \vhich 
DoD  civilians  make  up  the  m^ority  of  all 
graduates.  Total  graduates  grew  35 
pa-cent  between  FY91-93  [Figure  6-5]. 
The  551  civilian  graduates  in  FY93  are 
75  percent  of  the  732  total.  This  is  a 
minor  percentage  drop  from  FY91,  when 
civilians  comprised  78  percent  of  the  543 
graduates. 


The  courses  most  attended  by 
DoD  civilians  include  Directorate  of 
Engineering  and  Housing  Orioitation, 
Value  Engineering,  Army  Family 
Housing  Management,  and  Estimating 
for  Construction  Modifications.  This 
school  is  the  smallest  of  those  in  our  case 
studies.  Faculty  woikyears  remained 
constant  at  eight  between  FY91-93.  The 
student  graduate:&culty  ratio  rose  35 
percent,  from  68;  1  to  92: 1 . 


FIGURE  6-5 

ARMY  ENGINEERING  &  HOUSING  SUPPORT  CENTER 
_ FT  BELVOIR,  VA _ 
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DEFENSE  ACQUISITION  UNIVERSITY 


DAU  was  established  at 
Alexandria,  VA,  in  August  1992  to 
numage  DoD  resources  for  delivering 
mandatory  acquisition  education  and 
training,  preparii^  professionals  for 
effective  service  in  the  DoD  acquisition 
workforce.  DAU  was  authoh.^ed  by  the 
Defense  Acquisition  Woridbrce  Im¬ 
provement  Act  (DAWIA)  of  1990 
(Chapter  87,  Title  10,  United  States 
Code).  DAWIA  directed  DoD  to 
professionalize  its  acquisition  workforce 
by  establishing  a  management  and  career 
development  structure,  including  specific 
education,  training  and  experience 
requirements. 

Acquisition  Workforce.  There 
are  about  126,000  people  in  the  DoD 
acquisition  workforce,  which  covers 
twdve  career  fields.  Almost  three- 
fourths  of  these  126,000  woric  in  five 
fields:  contracting  (about  30,000); 

systems  planning,  research  & 
development  and  engineering  (30,000); 
quality  assurance  (13,000);  acquisition 
logistics  (11,000);  and  purchasing  and 
procurement  (9,000). 


DAU  is  authorized  24  positions 
and  20  are  currently  filled,  lliere  are 
eight  people  in  academic  affairs,  seven  in 
resources  management,  three  in 
operations  and  two  in  the  office  of  the 
president.  The  DAU  president's  position 
is  currently  vacant.  DAU  reports  to  the 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Acquisition  and  Technology. 

Operational  Structure.  Eight 
OSD  functional  boards  have  been  created 
to  determine  what  career  competencies 
are  needed  in  their  functional  areas.  Four 
Directors  of  Acquisition  Career 
Management  (DACM)  oversee  the 
acquisition  workforce  in  the  three 
military  departments  and  the  DoD 
components  outside  the  military 
departments.  The  DACMs  determine 
which  positions  are  in  the  acquisition 
workforce.  They  send  their  consolidated 
training  requirements  to  DAU,  which 
compiles  requirements,  assigns  quotas  to 
DACMs  and  monitors  registration  and 
class  fills  at  consortium  schools. 
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FIGURE  6-6 
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Figure  6-6  lists  the  IS  DoD 
schools  in  the  DAU  consortium.  In 
order  of  magnitude,  the  following 
schools  trained  the  most  members  of  the 
acquisition  corps  in  FY93;  Army 
Logistics  Management  College,  Defense 
Systems  Management  CoUege  (DSMC), 
the  Air  Force  Institute  of  Technology 


and  the  Army  Management  Engineering 
College.  DSMC  and  the  Navy 
Acquisition  Management  Training  Office 
are  funded  completely  through  DAU. 
The  remaining  DAU  consortium  schools 
receive  only  part  of  their  opo^ting  funds 
through  delivery  of  DAU  courses. 
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FIGURE  6-7 

DEFENSE  ACQUISITION  UNIVERSITY 
RESOURCE  PROFILE 
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The  FY94  DAU  resource  profile 
is  shoTvn  on  Figure  6-7.  DAU  was 
originally  resourced  by  reprogramming 
dollars  fi'om  the  services  and  defense 
agencies.  In  FY93,  these  fimds  were 
combined  in  the  Army's  O&M  budget. 
The  fimds  were  transferred  to  DAU 
control  in  FY94  in  the  O&M, 
Defensewide,  appropriation.  The  FY94 
DAU  operating  budget  is  $86.8  million. 
Under  DAUs  centralized  resource 
allocation  system; 

•  $54.2  million,  or  62  percent,  is 
devoted  to  course  standardization, 
development  and  delivery;  a  prorated 
share  of  faculty  salaries  at  schools  in  the 
DAU  consortium;  and  overhead. 

•  DAU  funds  all  trainee 
expenses,  so  student  travel  and  per  diem 
account  for  $29.3  million,  or  34  percent. 


•  The  $3.3  million  balance 
covers  salaries  and  other  DAU  operating 
costs. 

The  $86.8  million  O&M  budget  is 
almost  one-third  higher  than  the  $66.5 
million  level  in  FY93.  The  President's 
FY95  budget  submission  to  Congress 
proposes  $111.6  million  in  direct  funds, 
29  percent  above  FY94. 

One  measure  of  return  on 
investment  is  the  number  of  course 
graduates.  There  were  about  23,000 
graduates  of  49  different  courses  offered 
by  consortium  schools  in  FY93.  This  is 
expected  to  rise  by  48  percent  to  about 
34,000  graduates  in  FY94.  Consortium 
schools  are  redesigning  existing  courses 
and  developing  numerous  pilot  courses. 
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DEFENSE  BUSINESS  MANAGEMENT  UNIVERSITY 


DBMU  was  established  in 
December  1992.  Like  DAU,  DBMU  can 
trace  its  roots  to  recent  legislation.  The 
Chief  Financial  Officer's  Act  of  1990 
(Public  Law  101-576)  charges  DoD's 
Chief  Financial  Officer  (the  DoD 
Comptroller)  with  responsibility  to 
recruit  and  train  its  professional 
workforce  across  all  components. 
DBMU  serves  as  the  coordinating 
mechanism  to  forge  agreement  on  the 
education  and  training  needs  of  about 
85,000  people  in  DoD's  financial 
management  community.  DBMU 
estimates  that  72,000  of  these  (85 
percent  of  the  total)  are  civilians. 

DBMU  coordinates  the 
development  and  delivery  of  required 
curriculum  and  courses  through  a  small 
infrastructure  primarily  located  in 
Arlington,  VA.  AU  16  of  DBMUs 
authorized  positions  are  filled— four  in 
the  office  of  the  president,  five  in 
Academic  Programs  and  seven  in 
Curriculum  Improvement.  All  but  three 
people  work  in  Ariington,  VA  The 
DBMU  president  reports  to  the  DoD 
Comptroller. 


DBMU  receives  $3.8  million  in 
FY94  O&M,  Defensewide  funds.  This 
covers  only  DBMLTs  operating  costs. 
All  students  who  attend  DBMU- 
approved  courses  have  their  travel  and 
per  diem  oq>enses  funded  by  their  paroit 
organization.  DBMU  consortium 
members  receive  no  reimbursement  from 
DBMU.  The  President's  FY95  budget 
submission  requests  $3.9  million  in  O&M 
fimds  for  DBMU. 

DoD-wide  oversight  is  provided 
by  the  Senior  Advisory  Policy  Council 
chaired  by  the  DoD  (Comptroller). 
There  are  four  standing  committees 
under  this  council  represmting  the  areas 
of  business  management  that  execute 
DBMLTs  curriculum  development 
mission-comptrollership,  analysis, 
budget  and  finance  &  accounting.  Each 
committee  is  chaired  by  a  service  or  OSD 
agency  representative  and  has  five  to  10 
part  time  membo^  and  a  full  time 
DBMU  subject  matter  expert  and 
committee  facilitator. 


DoD 
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FIGURE  6-8 

DEFENSE  BUSINESS  MANAGEMENT  UNIVERSITY 
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DBMU  CONSORTIUM  TRAINING 


Over  20  DoD  training  institutions 
are  members  of  the  DBMU  consortium. 
Those  providing  the  greatest  volume  of 
training  to  DoD's  financial  management 
community  are  shown  in  Figure  6-8. 
Note  that  five  of  these  are  also  in  the 


DAU  consorthim—Air  Force  Institute  of 
Technology,  Army  Management 

Engineering  College,  Defense  Systems 
Management  College,  Army  Logistics 
Management  College  and  Naval 
Postgraduate  School. 
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Figure  6-9  shows  the  course 

review  progress  being  made  by  DBMlTs 
standing  committees.  In  determining 
what  needs  to  be  taught,  these 

committees  are  reviewing  over  160 
DoD-wide  courses.  They  have 

tentatively  recommended  38  for  retention 
or  modification,  60  for  potential 
elimination  and  have  identified  another 
29  core  DoD  courses  for  development. 
In  the  latter  category,  for  example,  the 
comptroUership  standing  committee 
recommends  a  two  week  basic 

comptroUership 


course,  a  four  to  five  week  intermediate 
course  and  a  ten  day  e  xecutive  course. 

These  course  reviews  wUl  result 
in  a  core  curricula  master  plan  that  wiU 
be  submitted  to  the  DoD  Con^troUer  for 
approval.  All  courses  in  the  master  plan 
will  contain  high  quality,  standardized 
business  management  courses  within 
DoD.  The  fewer  number  of  DoD-wide 
financial  management  courses  is  expected 
to  lower  course  development  costs  by  an 
undetermined  amount. 
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We  conducted  In-Progress 
Reviews  for  14  DoD  con:q)onents  in 
January  and  February  1994,  asking  them 
to  review  and  comment  on  our  study 
methodology,  data  conq)ilation 
techniques  and  draft  iGndings.  These 
conq)onents  were  also  invited  to  respond 
to  the  following  three  questions  r^ted 
to  the  overall  assessment  of  resources 
allocated  to  DoD  civilian  training: 


1.  Can  you  define  and  quantify 
any  indirect  civilian  training  costs  not 
already  included  in  this  r^oit? 

2.  Can  you  describe  a  proposed 
methodology  to  link  civilian  training 
costs  to  specific  DoD  appropriations? 

3.  Can  you  identify  any  areas  of 
potential  resource  savings  related  to 
civilian  training? 

Seven  of  the  14  DoD  components 
responded  to  some  or  all  of  these 
questions.  A  summary  of  their 
comments  follows. 


DEFINING  AND  QUANTIFYING  INDIRECT  TRAINING  COSTS 


Four  components  addressed  this 
question,  generally  stating  they  already 
report  their  indirect  costs  to  0PM  and 
th^  existing  DoD  data  bases  do  not 
allow  than  to  capture  additional  indirect 
costs. 

Army  says  it  already  reports 
indirect  trainmg  costs  to  0PM.  These 
annual  submissions  include  such  cc  i. 
elonents  as  workyears  of  support 
provided  by  Educational  Development 
Specialists  or  related  positions,  work- 
years  of  civilian  training  administrative 
and  support  persotmel,  phis  costs  tied  to 
civilian  training  needs  assessments  and 
evaluations.  Army  says  further  indirect 
cost  information  is  not  available. 


especially  since  its  SBT  (Sustaining  Base 
Training)  schools  that  tram  civilians  also 
train  military  persoimel. 

Air  Force  responds  that  it  already 
reports  both  direct  and  indirect  costs  to 
0PM,  adding  that  neither  its  persoimd 
nor  finance  and  accounting  data  bases 
can  capture  "other”  costs,  such  as 
resources  needed  to  develop  and 
maintain  programs  of  instruction  and 
lessons  plans.  Similariy,  Navy  says  it  is 
not  feadble  to  identify  or  evaluate 
indirect  expenditures  beyond  those 
already  reported  to  0PM.  Defense 
Logistics  Agency  comments  that  indirect 
training  costs  are  not  available. 
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LINKING  CIVILIAN  TRAINING  COSTS  TO  DoD  APPROPRIATIONS 


Six  respondaits  commefited  on 
this  question,  raising  three  major 
concmis.  First,  they  say  it  is  difficuh  to 
perform  such  a  linkage  because  DoD 
lacks  a  standard  cost  accounting  system. 
Second,  they  feel  that  linkage  alone  will 
not  bring  alx)ut  cost  reductions  or  other 
economies  and  efficiencies.  Third,  DoD 
(Conq)troller)  says  linkage  efforts  should 
include  e}q)anding  the  scope  of  this  study 
from  formal  schools  and  infrastructure  to 
a  review  of  the  major  commands  and 
installation-level  management  of  ci^an 
training. 

Army  says  it  knows  of  no  way  to 
capture  civilian  training  costs  by 
q)propriation,  citing  a  Jime  1992  joint 
Army-contractor  study  documenting  the 
lack  of  a  standard  cost  accounting  system 
within  DoD. 

Navy  states  that  linking  training 
costs  to  appropriations  will  not  bring 
about  the  necessary  cost  reductions. 
Navy  argues  the  Operation  & 
Maintenance  funds  used  by  local 
commanders  provide  needed  discretion 
to  manage  civilian  training  requirements. 
Higher  headquarters  should  not  mandate 
spending  earmarked  training  funds  if  the 
training  is  not  needed.  Navy  then 
recommends  that  DoD  efforts  to  control 
or  reduce  training  costs  should  focus  on 


identifying  essential  training  and  assisting 
managers  in  avoiding  nonessential 
training. 

Air  Force  says  it  already  fences 
civilian  training  funds  in  Miyor  Force 
Program  8,  Program  Element  Code 
887S1.  llus  enables  Air  Force  to 
identify  available  funds  in  the  current 
year  and  outyears,  in  light  of  funded  and 
unfunded  requirements.  Air  Force  adds 
that  fencing  funds  in  this  manner  makes 
them  visible  and  vulnerable  to  potential 
budget  reductions.  Finally,  Air  Force 
feels  that  OSD  should  consider 
improving  the  process  used  to  determine 
and  forecast  civilian  training  dollars, 
linking  these  costs  to  life  cycle 
appropriations. 

Defense  Logistics  Agency  states 
that  linkage  alone  will  not  gain  civilian 
training  economies  and  efficiencies. 
Instead,  DLA  feels  DoD  should  conduct 
a  requirements-based  needs  asses«nent 
that  would  include  linking  training 
resources  to  strategic  initiatives  and 
misaons  of  services  and  defense 
agencies. 

Defense  Commissary  Agency 
wants  to  link  civilian  training  to  the 
overall  maintenance  of  the  agency,  with 
specific  funds  fenced  for  civilian  training 
only. 
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AREAS  OF  POTENTUL  RESOURCE  SAVINGS 


All  sevm  respondoits  addressed 
this  question.  In  general,  they 
recommend  conducting  requirements- 
based  training  assessments,  while  also 
exploring  better  uses  of  technology, 
especially  distance  learning  techniques. 
The  Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  of 
D^oise  (Acquisition  and  Technology) 
describes  this  as  using  technology  as  an 
instructional  multiplier. 

Army's  Sustainment  Base 
Training  management  process  uses 
functional  standing  committees  to  certify 
requirements.  Army  believes  this  process 
could  be  applied  DoD-wide  to  establish  a 
requirements-based  civilian  training 
system.  Army  also  endorses  fee  for 
service  initiatives  as  a  means  to  create  a 
more  competitive  business  environment 
for  civilian  training. 

Navy  says  that  current  budget 
drawdowns  require  managers  to  end 
nonessential  training.  Navy  recommends 
focusing  on  two  areas.  First,  assess 
civilian  training  requirements  by 
identifying  core  requirements.  Second, 
e?q)and  the  use  of  technology  to  develop 
and  deliver  training  to  large  groups  at  a 
reduced  cost  per  employee. 

Air  Force  states  that  any 
resourcing  decisions  should  be  based  on 
a  training  requirements  model  addressing 
the  complexity  of  civilian  training 
programs.  Air  Force  notes  it  has 
developed  financial  planning  and 
Program  Objective  Memorandum  (POM) 


front  end  analysis  models  to  identify 
civilian  training  needs  based  on  mission 
requirements.  Air  Force  also  wants  to 
increase  the  use  of  DoD  technical 
training  centers  [TTC]  and  new  training 
technology.  Air  Force  says  it  trained 
over  6,700  people  at  TTC  in  FY93  and  is 
making  significant  investments  in 
distance  learning  technology.  Air  Force 
believes  it  would  be  economical  and 
efficient  if  one  service  or  OSD  agency 
was  named  DoD  executive  agent  for 
technology-based  education. 

Defense  Logistics  Agency  also 
recommends  exploring  better  uses  of 
technology,  such  as  satellite  links  and 
computer-based  training.  DLA  would 
like  to  see  civilian  training  budgeted  for 
as  an  investment  rather  than  overhead. 

Defense  Commissary  Agency 
would  like  to  examine  three  potential 
areas  for  resource  savings;  reducii^  the 
number  of  trainee  programs,  instituting 
more  train-the-trainer  programs,  and 
emphasizing  more  home  study  programs 
as  a  means  to  reduce  travel  and  per  diem 
expenses. 

Finally,  DoD  (Comptroller) 
recommends  using  benchmarking 
techniques  to  capture  the  best  civilian 
trmning  practices  used  throughout  the 
department.  DoD  (Compt)  also  wants  to 
assure  that  DoD  is  providing  "just  in 
time"  training  for  its  civilian  workforce. 
This  would  include  a  DoD-wide 
management  review  of  the  civilian 
training  needs  assessment  process. 
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We  have  shown  that  based  on 
DoD  component  input  to  0PM,  FY92 
civilian  training  cost  the  Department 
$551  million  in  net  cost  [exduding 
civilian  salary  while  in  training]  and 
$1,064  million  in  total  cost.  Net  and 
total  costs  fell  by  15  and  13  percent 
between  FY90>92,  during  which  time  the 
size  of  the  DoD  civilian  woricforce 
dropped  by  four  percent.  The  net  and 
totd  costs  per  individual  trained  were 
$1,161  and  $2,242,  respectively.  Of 
972,000  DoD  civilians,  almost  half 
(475,000)  attended  983,000  training 
events  at  least  eight  hours  long.  The 
DoD  portion  of  this  training  was 
conducted  through  2,237  courses  offered 
by  120  different  training  institutions. 

We  developed  two  benchmarks 
for  civilian  training  tenqx)  —  percent  of 
workforce  trained  and  average  hours  of 
training  received  per  trainee.  We  found 
that  as  the  size  of  the  workforce  dropped 
four  percent  between  FY90-92,  the 
training  ten^  ronained  relatively 
constant: 

•  the  percent  of  workforce 
trained  dropped  slightly,  from  50  to  49 
percent 


•  fee  for  smdce  training  is 
underway  at  Army  Management 
Engineering  College.  AMEC  has  also 
been  designated  a  Defense  Performance 
Review  Reinvention  Laboratory. 

•  DoD's  acquiation  and 
comptroller  communities  are 
transitioning  to  standardized  training 
offered  by  a  consortium  of  schools. 

We  then  asked  14  participating 
DoD  components  to  address  questions 
for  which  we  had  no  empirical  evidence 
upon  which  to  base  conclusions  or 
recommendations.  These  dealt  with 
quantifying  additional  indirect  costs, 
listing  methodologies  to  link  dvilian 
training  costs  to  specific  DoD 
appropriations  and  identifying  areas  of 
potential  resource  savings.  Seven  DoD 
conponents  responded,  stating  that: 

•  they  already  report  indirect 
training  costs  to  0PM,  and  existing  DoD 
data  bases  do  not  allow  them  to  capture 
any  additional  indirect  costs 

•  it  is  difficult  to  link  costs  to 
DoD  ^propriations  because  DoD  lacks 
a  standvd  cost  accounting  system 


•  average  hours  of  training 
received  per  trainee  was  55  in  FY92, 
conpared  with  59  hours  in  FY90.  The 
FY92  figure  is  dght  percent  above  the  5 1 
anmial  training  hours  received  by  the 
total  federal  workforce. 

We  learned  through  case  studies 
of  schools  conducting  professional 
development  short  courses  that: 


•  potential  resource  savings  may 
be  achievexl  by  conducting  requirements- 
based  training  assessments  and  exploring 
better  uses  of  technology,  especially 
distance  learning  techniques. 

The  timing  of  our  report 
coincides  with  a  greater  focus  given  to  all 
civilian  federal  workforce  trainiog,  as 
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Chapters;  Conclusions 


shown  in  Vice  President  Gore's 
September  1993  National  Performance 
Review: 

•  The  NPR  report  states  that 
federal  woridbrce  training  too  often  is 
ad  hoc  and  sddom  linked  to  strate^c  or 
human  resource  planning. 


under  the  aegis  of  Defense  Acquisition 
University  and  Defense  Business 
Managmmit  Univ«'sity 

•  the  evolution  of  fee  for  service 
training,  such  as  that  instituted  in  FY94 
by  the  Army  Management  Engineering 
CoUege  (AMEC) 


•  NPR  seeks  action  to  eliminate 
narrow  restrictions  on  employee  training 
to  help  develop  a  multi-skilled  force. 
NPR  says  the  current  federal  government 
definition  of  training  is  obsolete,  citing 
the  1958  Government  Employees 
Training  Act,  which  defined  training  as  a 
tool  for  increasing  economy  and 
efiSciency  in  government. 

•  NPR  then  presents 
recommendation  HRM06;  clearly  define 
the  objective  of  training  as  the 
improvement  of  individual  and 
organizational  performance;  make 
training  more  market-driven. 

General  Accounting  Office 
evaluated  the  NPR  report  and  issued  a 
December  1993  assessment  to  Congress 
(GAO  Report  No.  GAO/OCG-94-1). 
GAO  commented  on  all  NPR 
recommendations,  saying  HRM06  is 
rather  vague  as  to  exactly  what  changes 
are  being  called  for,  but  agreeing  that 
more  emphasis  on  federal  employee 
training  is  needed. 

As  a  result  of  all  empirical 
evidence  gathered  and  evaluated,  we 
observe  there  are  five  major  areas  worth 
watching; 


•  new  DoD  training  initiatives 
that  result  fiom  AMEC  being  designated 
a  Defense  Performance  Review 
Reinvention  Laboratory  in  December 
1993. 


•  trends  in  technology-based 
instruction,  such  as  distance  learning 
techniques.  It  would  be  beneficial  fi'om  a 
resource  tradeoff  perspective  to  compare 
cost  per  student  trained  using  these 
technologies  with  those  of  traditional 
means  of  instruction. 

•  overall  cost-benefit  improve¬ 
ments  resulting  fi’om  requirements-based 
training  needs  assessments. 

We  will  work  with  the  Office  of 
Secretary  of  Defense,  Persormel  and 
Readiness  community  and  the  Defense 
Manpower  Data  Center  to  build  and 
maintain  a  civilian  training  data  base. 
This  will  benefit  DoD  in  two  ways.  First, 
it  fills  an  information  gap,  since  our 
research  disclosed  there  is  currently  no 
central  source  of  such  information. 
Second,  it  generates  more  valid  and 
reliable  civilian  training  data.  We 
discovered  DoD  components  reported 
incomplete  or  inaccurate  civilian  training 
data  to  OPM. 


•  consortium-based  training, 
such  as  that  conducted  in  the  acquisition 
and  financial  management  communities 


DoD  Civilian  Training  Study 


Page  55 


RUliRENCE  UST 


Clinton,  William  J.  (1994).  Budget  of  the  United  States  Government,  Fiscal  Year  1995. 
Washington,  DC:  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office. 

Defense  Manpower  Data  Center.  (1992).  1991  Survey  of  DoD  Financial  Personnel. 
Ariington,  Vir^nia:  Defense  Ma]:q)ower  Data  Center,  Survey  and  Marketing 
Analysis  Division. 

Defense  Mai:q)ower  Data  Center.  (1994).  Training  Output  Data  Files  for  Fiscal  Years 
199F1992.  (January  21,  1994). 

Gore,  Al.  (1993).  From  Red  Tape  to  Results:  Creating  a  Government  tfud  Works 

Better  and  Costs  Less,  rq>ort  of  the  National  Performance  Review.  New  York: 
Times  Books. 

General  Accounting  Office.  (1991).  Continuous  Improvement:  The  Quality  Challenge. 
(GAO  Report  GAO/QMG-92-1,  November,  1991).  Washington,  DC: 

General  Accounting  Office. 

General  Accounting  Office.  (1992).  Defense  Management:  Implementation  of  the 
Defense  Acquisition  Worhforce  Improvement  Act.  (GAO  Report  GAO/ 
NSIAD-92-97,  January  31,  1992).  Washington,  DC:  General  Accoimting  Office. 

General  Accounting  Office.  (1992).  Defense  Reorganization:  DoD  Establishment  and 
Management  of  Defense  Agencies.  (GAO  Report  GAO/NSIAD-92-2 1 OBR, 

May  27,  1992).  Washington,  DC:  Gen^  A^unting  Office. 

General  Accounting  Office.  (1992).  Federal  Employment:  Haw  Federal  Employees 
View  the  Government  as  a  Place  to  Work.  (GAO  Report  GAO/GGD-92-91, 

Jime  18, 1992).  Washington,  DC;  Gena’s!  Accounting  Office. 

General  Accoimting  Office.  (1987).  Federal  Worlforce:  Data  on  Training  Received 
by  Agency  Executives,  Managers,  and  Supervisors.  (GAO  Report 
GAO/GGD-88-18FS,  November  30,  1987).  Washington,  DC;  General 
Accounting  Office. 

General  Accounting  Office.  {1991).  Management  Practices:  U.S.  Companies  Improve 
Performance  Through  Quality  Efforts.  (GAO  Report  GAO/NSIAD-91-190, 

May  2,  1991).  Washington,  DC:  General  Accoimting  Office. 


Page  56 


Refo'ence  List 


Gentfal  Accounting  Office.  (1993).  Management  Reform:  GAO's  Comments  on 
the  National  Perfwmance  Review's  Reccmtmendations.  (GAO  Report 
GAO/OCG-94-1,  December  3,  1993).  Washington,  DC:  General  Accounting 
Office. 

General  Accounting  Office.  (1990).  Oj^ce  of  Personnel  Management:  Better 
Performance  Irrformation  Needed.  (GAO  Rq>ort  GAO/GGD-90-44, 
February?,  1990).  Washington,  DC.  General  Accounting  Office. 

General  Accounting  Office.  (1992).  Quality  Management:  Survey  of  Federal 
Organizations.  (GAO  Report  GAO/GGD-93-9BR,  October  1,  1992). 
Washington,  DC:  General  Accounting  Office. 

General  Accounting  Office.  (1992).  TJk  Changing  Worlforce:  Demographic  Issues 
Facing  the  Federal  Government.  (GAO  Report  GAO/GGD-92-38, 

March  24,  1992).  Washington,  DC;  Gener^  Accounting  Office. 

General  Accounting  Office.  (1986).  Training  Budgets:  Agency  Budget  Reductions  in 
Resportse  to  the  Balanced  Budget  Act.  (GAO  Report  GAO/GGD-86-98BR, 
July  16,  1986).  Washington,  DC;  General  Accounting  Office. 

Johnston,  MTiUiam  B.,  &  Packer,  Arnold  E.  (1987).  Worlforce  2000:  Workarui 
Workers  for  the  2lst  Century.  Indianiq}olis,  Indiana:  Hudson  Institute. 

Marshall,  Will,  &  Schram,  Martin  (eds).  (1993).  Mandate  for  Change.  New  York: 
Berkley  Books.  129-15 1. 

U.S.  Office  of  Personnel  Management.  (1994).  Hunum  Resource  Development  in 
tlK  Federal  Service:  Fiscal  Year  1992  [draft  version].  Washington,  DC; 

U.S.  Office  of  Persoimel  Management,  Human  Resources  Development 
Group,  Office  of  Research  and  Information. 

Walker,  James  W.  (1992).  Human  Resource  Strategy.  New  York:  McGraw-Hill. 
178-221. 


I 


Page  57 


AaiK3eK¥M  LIST 


ADP .  Automated  Data  Processing 

AFB .  Air  Force  Base 

AFMIC .  Aimed  Forces  Medical  InteUigence  Center 

AMEC .  Army  Management  En^eering  College 

APG .  Aberdeen  Proving  Grounds,  Maryland 

ASW .  And-Submarine  War&re 

CONUS .  Continental  United  States 

DACM .  Director  for  Acquisition  Career  Managemoit 

DAU .  Defense  Acquisition  University 

DAWIA .  Defense  Acquisition  Workforce  Inq>rovemait  Act 

DBMU .  Defense  Business  Management  University 

DeCA .  Defense  Commissary  Agency 

DEOMI .  Defense  Equal  Opportunity  Management  Institute 

DFAS .  Defense  Fiiuince  &  Accounting  Service 

DIS .  Defense  Information  School 

DISA .  Defense  Information  Systems  Agency 

DITRA .  Defense  Institute  for  Training  Resources  Analysis 

DLA .  Defense  Logistics  Agency 

DMA .  Defense  Moping  School 

DMDC .  Defense  Mai^wer  Data  Center 

DoD .  Department  of  Defense 

DoD(Compt) .  Comptroller,  Department  of  Defense 

DPI .  Defense  Polygraph  Institute 

DRMI .  Defense  Resources  Management  Institute 

DSMC .  Defense  Systems  Management  College 

DVIS .  Defense  Visual  Information  School 

FY .  Fiscal  Year 

INSTN .  Institution 

IRMC .  Information  Resource  Management  College 

MGMT .  Management 

MGR .  Manager 

NDU .  National  Defense  Univeraty 

NPR .  National  Performance  Review 

NPS .  Naval  Postgraduate  School 

NSA/CSS .  National  Security  Agency/Central  Security  Service 
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Acronym  List 


OASN(RD&A)  ....  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Navy,  Research,  Development  and 

Acquisition 

OCONUS .  Outside  the  Continental  United  States 

O&M .  Operation  and  Mainttmance 

0PM .  C^ce  of  Personnel  Management 

OSD .  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 

POM .  Program  Objective  Memorandum 

RTC .  Regional  Training  Center 

SES .  Senior  Executive  Service 

SUPV .  Supervisor 

TTC .  Technical  Training  Center 

USAF .  U.S.  Air  Force 

USMC .  U.S.  Marine  Corps 

USUHS .  Uniformed  Services  University  of  the  Health  Sciences 
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APPENDIX  A 


PROJECT  PARTICIPANTS 

DoD 


Dqmty  Assistant  Secretaty  of  Defense,  Requirements  and  Resources 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense,  Personnel  &  Readiness,  Civilian  Personnel 
Policy/Equal  Opportunity,  Staffing  and  Career  Development 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Readiness  (Readiness  &  Training) 

Office  of  the  Un^r  Secretary  of  Defense  (Acquisition  &  Technology),  Acquisition  Education, 
Training  and  Career  Development 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  Program  Analysis  &  Evaluation 
Office  of  the  Conqitroller  of  the  Department  of  Drfense 
Defense  Manpower  Data  Center 

Office  of  the  DoD  Coordinator  for  Drug  Enforcement  Policy  and  Siqqmrt 

Headquarters,  U.S.  Air  Force 

Headquarters,  U.S.  Army 

Headquarters,  U.S.  Navy 

Defense  Information  School 

Defense  Information  Systems  Agency 

Defense  Visual  Information  School 

Information  Resource  Management  College 

National  Defense  University 

Defense  Commissary  Agency 

Defense  Mapping  Agency 

Defense  Acquisition  University 

Defense  Business  Management  University 

Defense  Resources  Management  Institute 

Defense  Intelligence  Agency 

Department  of  Defense  Inspector  General 

Washington  Headquarters  Service 

Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency 

Defense  Logistics  Agency 

Defense  Resources  Management  Institute 

Armed  Forces  Medical  Intelligence  (^ter 

Defense  Equal  O^rartunity  Management  Institute 

Defense  Finance  &  Accounting  Service 

Defense  Polygrsqih  Institute 

Defense  Systems  Management  College 

Department  of  Defense  Dependents  Schools 

Uniformed  Services  University  of  the  Health  Sciences 

U.S.  Army  Management  Engineering  College 

U.S.  Army  Defense  Ammunition  Center  &  School 

U.S.  Army  Engineering  &  Housing  Siq)port  Center 

OTHER  FEDERAL 

Office  of  Personnel  Management,  Human  Resources  Development  Group 
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APPENDIX  B 


DoD  COMPONENTS  REPORTING  TO  OPM 


Following  is  a  listing  of  DoD  components  that  submitted  some  or  all  of  their 
FY90-92  annual  civilian  training  workload  and  cost  statistics  to  OPM,  using  OPM  Form 
1186  (Personnel  Engaged  in  Agency  Training  Activities)  and  OPM  Form  1524  (Annual 
Statistical  Summary  of  Training  Data).  Copies  of  these  FY90-92  DoD  component 
submissions  were  provided  by  Mr.  Tony  Ryan  of  the  OPM  Human  Resources 
Development  Group,  901  N.  Stuart  Street,  Suite  1319,  Washington  DC  20415-0001. 


DoD  COMPONENT 


USAF 

Army 

Navy  [incl.  USMC] 

Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency 
Defense  Information  Systems  Agency 
Defense  Logistics  Agency 
Defense  Mapping  Agency 
DoD  Inspector  General 
National  Guard  Bureau 
National  Security  Agency/Central 
Security  Service  (NOTE  1) 

Civilian  Health  &  Medical  Program  of 
Uniformed  Services 
Defense  Finance  &  Accounting  Service 

(NOTE  2) 

Defense  Investigative  Service 
Defense  Nuclear  Agency 
Uniformed  Services  University  of  the 
Health  Sciences  (NOTE  3) 


SUBMISSIONS  TO  OPM  FOR: 


FY90  FY91  FY92 


XXX 

XXX 

XXX 

XXX 

XXX 

XXX 

XXX 

XXX 

XXX 

XXX 

X 

X  X 

X  X 

X 

X  X 


NOTES: 

(1)  NS  A/CSS  reports  all  OPM-requested  tr^ng  statistics  except  total  number  of 
employees  assigned  to  these  various  DoD  intelligence  activities. 

(2)  DFAS  reports  began  in  FY91,  its  first  year  of  existence.  Prior  to  that,  these 
finance  &  accounting  workers  were  employed  by  and  their  training  reported  by  services 
and  other  DoD  components. 
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(3)  USUHS  and  several  other  smaller  DoD  components  did  not  submit  training 
reports  to  0PM  for  ail  three  fiscal  years.  The  lack  of  complete  FY90-92  training 
workload  and  cost  data  for  these  smaller  DoD  components  is  not  considered  statistically 
significant,  based  on  strength  figures  presented  in  Chapter  4,  Frequency; 

•  the  Army,  Navy  [including  Marine  Corps]  and  Air  Force  account  for 
780,623  people,  or  80  percent  of  the  971,659  direct  hire,  CONUS  and  OCONUS  civilian 
workers  in  a  paid,  active  status  as  of  September  30,  1992. 

•  this  leaves  191,036  people  in  the  20  percent,  "Otho'  DoD"  category. 
OPM  has  complete  FY90-92  training  statistics  on  seven  of  these  DoD  components  whose 
strength  comprises  78  percent  of  the  Other  DoD  group  ~  Defense  Logistics  Agency 
(64,766),  National  Guard  Bureau  (53,698),  Defense  Finance  &  Accounting  Service 
(10,672),  Defense  Mapping  Agency  (7924),  Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency  (5876),  DoD 
Inspector  General  (1505)  and  Defense  Information  Systems  Agency  (4720). 

•  this  means  we  have  complete  FY90-92  training  data  available  on  DoD 
components  that  employed  929,784  civilian  workers,  or  96  percent  of  the  FY92  civilian 
strength  total. 


Page  62 


APPENDIX  C 


FY93  DoD  TRAINING  SOURCES  ATTENDED  BY  DoD  CIVILUNS 


#1NSTN  LOCATION 


ARMY  INSTITUTIONS: 


Aberdeen  Proving  Grounds,  MD 


Aberdeen  Proving  Grounds,  MD 


jAberdeen  Proving  Grounds,  MD 


Alexandria,  VA 


Fort  Belvoir,  VA 


Fort  Belvoir,  VA 


Fort  Ben  Harrison,  IN 


Fort  Ben  Harrison,  IN 


Fort  Ben  Harrison,  IN 


Fort  Bliss,  TX 


Fort  Devens,  MA 


Fort  Eustis,  VA 


Fort  Eustis,  VA 


Fort  Gordon,  GA 


Fort  Huachuca,  AZ 


Fort  Knox,  KY 


Fort  Leavenworth,  KS 


Fort  Leavenworth,  KS 


Fort  Lee  (Charlottesville,  VA) 


Fort  Lee,  VA 


Fort  Lee ,  VA 


Fort  McClellan,  AL 


Fort  McClellan,  AL 


Fort  Monroe,  VA 


Fort  Rucker,  AL 


Fort  Sill,  OK 


Huntsville,  AL 


Lancaster,  PA 


Redstone  Arsenal,  AL 


Rock  Island  Arsenal,  IL 


Rock  Island  Arsenal,  IL 


TOTAL  ARMY 


IlNSTITimON 


Army  Ordnance  Center  &  School 


I  Army  Environmental  Hygiene  Agency 


School  of  Military  Packaging  Technology 


Community  A  Family  Support  Tmg  Center 


I  Engr  A  Housing  Support  Center 


Army  Engineer  School 


Adjutant  General  School 


Finance  School 


Recruiting  A  Retention  School 


Air  Defense  Artillery 


Army  Intelligence  SdK)ol 


Aviation  Logistics  School 


Army  Transportation  Center  A  School 


Army  Signal  Center  A  School 


Intelligence  Center  &  School 


Army  Armor  School 


Center  for  Army  Leadership 


Command  A  Goteral  Staff  College 


Judge  Advocate  General  Sdiool 


I  Logistics  Management  College 


Army  Quartermaster  School _  _ 


Military  Police  School 


Army  Chemical  Sdiool 


Staff  Training  Center 


Aviation  Center  A  School 


Army  Field  Artillery  School 


I  USA  Engineer  Division,  Huntsville _ 


Army  Center  for  Civilian  Human  RcsMgmt 


Ordnance  Missile  ^Munitions  Ctr  A  Sch 


I  Army  Defense  Ammo  Center  A  School 


ement  Engineering  College 


NAVY  INSTITUTIONS; 


Athens,  GA 


Bangor,  WA 


I  Camp  Pendleton,  CA 


Charleston,  SC 


Charleston,  SC 


I  Cherry  Point,  NC 


Coronado,  CA 


{Corry  Station,  FL 


Dam  Neck,  VA 


Dam  Neck,  VA 


Dam  Neck,  VA 


Elgin  AFB,  FL 


El  Toro,  CA 


Great  Lakes,  IL 


Groton,  CT 


Gulf^rt,  MS _ 


Indian  Head,  MD 


IJacksonville,  FL 


Source:  DMDC  Training  Output  Data  File 


I  Navy  Supply  Corps  School  _ 


I  Trident  Training  Facility 


[Naval  Air  Main!  Training  Group _ 


Fleet  A  Mine  Warfare 


Submarine  Training  Facility 


iNaval  Air  Maint  Training  Group _ 


Naval  Amphibious  School 


Naval  Technical  Training  Center  _ 


Fleet  Combat  Training  Center 


Naval  Guided  Missiles  School 


Navy  A  USMC  Intelligence  Tmg  Center 


Naval  Sch  of  Explosive  Ordnance  Disposal 


Naval  Air  Maint  Trainmg  Group 


Service  School  Command 


Naval  Submarine  School 


INaval  Construction  Training  Center _ 


Naval  Explosive  Ordnance  School _ 


Naval  Air  Maint  Training  Grou 
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TERM 


SHORT 


FY93  DoD  TRAINING  SOURCES  ATTENDED  BY  DoD  CIVILIANS 


#INSTN 

LOCATION 

INSTITUTION 

19 

Kings  Bay,  GA 

Trident  Training  Facili^ 

20 

Kingsville,  TX 

Naval  Air  Maint  Training  Group 

21 

Lakehurst,  NJ 

Naval  Air  Technical  Training  Center 

22 

Lemoore,  CA 

Naval  Air  Maint  Training  Group 

23 

Little  Creek,  VA 

Naval  Amphibious  School 

Mare  Island,  CA 

Combat  Systems  Tech  Schools  Cmd 

Mayport,  FL 

Fleet  Training  Center 

Mayport,  FL 

Naval  Air  Maint  Training  Group 

27 

Memphis,  TN 

Chief  of  Naval  Technical  Training 

28 

Memphis,  TN 

Naval  Air  Technical  Training  Center 

29 

Meridian,  MS 

Naval  Technical  Training  Center 

30 

Miramar,  CA 

Naval  Air  Maint  Training  Group 

31 

MofTet  Field,  Ca 

Naval  Air  Maint  Training  Group 

32 

Monterey,  CA 

Naval  Postgraduate  School 

33 

New  River,  NC 

Naval  Air  Maint  Training  Group 

34 

Newport,  RI 

Naval  Education  &  Training  Center 

35 

Newport,  Rl 

Naval  Justice  School 

36 

Newport,  RI 

Naval  War  College 

37 

Newport,  RI 

Ship  Material  Readiness  (Center) 

38 

Newport,  Rl 

Surface  War&re  Officers  School  Cmd 

39 

Norfolk,  VA 

Fleet  ASW  Training  Center,  Atlantic 

40 

Norfolk,  VA 

Fleet  Training  Center 

■Norfolk,  VA 


Norfolk,  VA 


Norfolk,  VA 


North  Island,  CA 


Oakland,  CA 


Oceana,  VA 


Orlando,  FL 


Panama  City,  FL 


Pearl  Harbor,  HI 


Pensacola,  FL 


Philadelphia,  PA 


Port  Hueneme,  CA 


Port  Hueneme,  CA 


San  Diego,  CA 


San  Diego,  CA 


San  Diego,  CA 


I  San  Diego,  CA 


San  Diego,  CA 


San  Diego,  CA 


San  Diego,  CA 


San  Francisco,  CA 


Tustin,  CA 


Whidbey  Island,  WA 


Quantico,  VA 


Quantico,  VA 


I  Quantico,  VA 


TOTAL  NAVY 


Lackland  AFB,  TX 


■Naval  Air  Main!  Training  Group 


Naval  Safety  School 


Submarine  Training  Facility 


Naval  Air  Maint  Training  Center 


■Naval  Transportation  Mgmt  School 


Naval  Air  Maint  Training  Group 


Service  School  Command 


[Naval  Diving  &  Salvage  Tmg  Center 


Naval  SutHnarine  Training  Center 


Naval  Aviation  Schools 


Naval  Damage  Control  Tmg  Center 


Civil  Engr  Corps  Officers  School 


Naval  Construction  Training  Center 


Advanced  Electronics  School 


Fleet  ASW  Training  Center 


Fleet  Combat  Training  Center 


[Fleet  Intelligence  Tmg  Center,  Pacific 


Fleet  Training  Center 


Service  School  Command 


Submarine  Training  Facility 


Naval  Technical  Training  Center 


Naval  Air  Maint  Training  Group 


Naval  Air  Maint  Training  Group 


Command  &  Staff  College 


Computer  Science  School 


Scout  Sniper  Instructor 


AIR  FORCE  INSTITUTIONS: 

1 

Chanute  AFB,  IL 

2 

Goodfellow  AFB,  TX 

3 

Keesler  AFB,  MS 

3330th  Technical  Training  Wing 


3480th  Technical  Training  Wing 


3300th  Technical  Training  Wing 


3250ch  Technical  Traming  Wing 


3400th  Technical  Training  Grou 


SHORT 


15 


2 


3 


8 


19 


8 


3 


3 


Source;  DMDC  Training  Output  Data  File 
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FY93  DoD  TRAINING  SOURCES  ATTENDED  BY  DoD  CIVILIANS 


r""— . -  ""  ~  ~~  — 

[  TERM  1 

#1NSTN 

LOCATION 

INSTITUTION 

SHORT 

LONG 

6 

Maxwell  AFB,  AL 

Air  Command  &  Staff  College 

1 

7 

Maxwell  AFB,  AL 

Air  Force  Quality  Center 

2 

8 

Maxwell  AFB,  AL 

Air  War  College 

1 

9 

Maxwell  AFB,  AL 

Center  for  Professional  Development 

26 

10 

Maxwell  AFB,  AL 

Ctr  of  Aerospace  Doc,  Research  St  Ed 

3 

II 

Maxwell  AFB,  AL 

Squadron  Officer  School 

1 

12 

Sheppard  AFB,  TX 

3700th  Tactical  Training  Wing 

138 

13 

Wright-Patterson  AFB,  OH 

Graduate  Education 

118 

5 

TOTAL  AIR  FORCE 

622 

7 

(OTHER  INSTITUTIONS: 

- 1 

1 

Fort  Detrick,  MD 

Armed  Forces  Medical  Intelligence  Ctr 

1 

2 

Fort  Lee,  VA 

Defense  Commissary  Agency 

2 

3 

Patrick  AFB,  FL 

Defense  Equal  Opportunity  Mgmt  Institute 

2 

4 

Fort  Ben  Harrison,  IN 

Defense  Information  School 

10 

5 

Arlington,  VA 

Defense  Information  Systems  Agency 

29 

6 

Fort  Belvoir,  VA 

Defense  Mapping  School 

9 

7 

Fort  McClellan,  AL 

Defense  Polygraph  Institute 

12 

8 

NPS,  Monterey,  CA 

Defense  Resources  Mgmt  Institute 

1 

9 

Richmond,  VA 

Defense  Security  Institute 

12 

10 

Fort  Belvoir,  VA 

Defense  Systmns  Mgmt  College 

24 

II 

Lowry  AFB,  CO 

Defense  Visual  Information  School 

12 

Fort  McNair,  DC 

Information  Resources  Mgmt  College  -  NDU 

14 

TOTAL  OTHER 

119 

122 

TOTAL  DoD 

2085 

24 

SOURCE  TOR  OTHER;  laaul  fraa  each  iMlitalMB. 

Source:  DMDC  Training  Output  Data  File 
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DoD  LONG  TERM  TRAINING  ATTENDED  BY  DoD  CIVILIANS 
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APPENDIX  E 


COST  ESTIMATING  TECHNIQUES 


•  TRAINEE  SALARY  AND  BENEFITS.  These  were  calculated  as  foUows: 

(1)  Extract  the  mimber  of  annual  short-  and  long-term  training  hours  for  FY90-92 
that  DoD  con^onents  reported  to  0PM  on  OPM  Form  1524  (Annual  Statistical  Summary 
of  Training  Data).  The  DoD  totals  amount  to  29,744,743  hours  in  FY90,  24,298,598 
hours  in  FY91  and  25,942,267  hours  in  FY92. 

(2)  Obtain  the  weighted  average  DoD  base  pay  for  the  FY90-92  General 
Schedule/Wage  Grade  workforce  from  data  providmi  by  the  Defense  Maiqrower  Data 
Center's  Defense  Central  Persoimel  Data  File.  This  file  is  based  on  monthfy  service  and 
agency  data  submissions  in  accordance  with  DoD  Instruction  1444.2.  The  weighted 
average  is  $28,976  for  FY90,  $30,764  for  FY91  and  $32,291  for  FY92. 

(3)  Based  on  guidance  from  DoD(Comptroller),  add  22  po'cent  to  base  pay  to 
refiect  benefits  costs  to  DoD.  Resulting  totals  are  $35,351  for  FY90,  $37,532  for  FY91 
and  $39,395  for  FY92. 

(4)  Aimualize  the  salary  [base  pay  and  benefits]  for  each  year  to  constant  FY94 
dollars  by  r^rplying  DoD  deflators  for  civilian  pay.  These  are  contained  in  the  National 
Defense  Budget  Estirrurtes  for  FY94,  published  by  DoD(Comptrolier)  in  May  1993. 
Annualizing  involves  dividing  the  FY^  salary  by  0.881 1,  the  FY91  salary  by  0.9161  and 
the  FY92  figure  by  0.9543.  The  resultant  annualized  salary  costs  are  $40, 121  for  FY90, 
$40,969  for  FY91  and  $41,282  for  FY92. 

(5)  Divide  annualized  salary  costs  by  2087  hours  to  yield  the  cost  per  hour.  The 
2087  total  is  derived  from  OPM  instructions  for  completing  OPM  Form  1 186  (Persormel 
Engaged  in  Agency  Training  Activities).  The  resultant  cost  per  hour  figures  are  $19.22 
for  FY90,  $19.63  for  FY91  and  $19.78  for  FY92. 

(6)  Multiply  the  trainee  salary  cost  per  hour  in  (5),  above,  by  the  number  of  long- 
and  short-term  training  hours  in  (1),  above,  resulting  in  total  trainee  salary  and  benefits 
while  attending  training:  $571,694  million  in  FY90,  $476,981  million  in  FY91  and 
$513,138  million  in  FY92. 
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This  involves  a  three  stq)  process; 


•  AgEfJgY  ST4fr  SAURY  wmms- 

(1)  Extract  total  agency  salary  costs  from  DoD  component  submissions  to  0PM 
on  0PM  Form  1 1 86  (Personnel  Engaged  in  Agency  Training  Activities).  0PM 
instructions  are  to  include  the  salary  cost  of  agmcy  personnel  who  are  civilian  personnel 
instructors,  who  provide  administrative  &  clerical  support,  and  are  in  the  GS  235 
[Educational  Development  Specialist]  or  equivalent  job  series.  These  dollar  totals  include 
base  pay  only,  since  0PM  instructions  direct  submittii^  agencies  not  to  include  benefits 
when  computing  salary  costs.  The  DoD-wide  base  salary  costs  are  $135,984  million  in 
FY90,  $218,092  milUon  in  FY91  and  $142,867  in  FY92. 

(2)  Add  22  percent  to  base  salary  to  include  benefits  cost  to  DoD,  based  on 
DoD(Comptroller)  instructions  mentioned  in  "Trainee  Salary  and  Benefits”,  paragrq)h  (3), 
above.  The  resulting  totals  are  $165.9  million  in  FY90,  $266,072  in  FY91  and  $174,298 
in  FY92. 

(3)  Annualize  these  totals  to  FY94  dollars  by  applying  the  DoD  civilian  pay 
deflators  listed  in  "Trainee  Salary  and  Benefits",  paragraph  (4),  above.  Total  annualized 
agency  staff  salary  &  benefits  cost;  $188,288  million  in  FY90,  $290,439  in  FY91  and 
$182,645  in  FY92. 


•  ALL  OTHER  COSTS.  These  cost  categories  are  reported  to  0PM  on  0PM  Form 
1 524  (Annual  Statistical  Summary  of  Training  Data)  and  include  trainee  travel  and  per 
diem,  trainee  tuition  and  other,  external  purchases  and  other  agency  costs.  These  costs 
were  first  extracted  from  DoD  componoit  submissions,  then  annualized  to  FY94  dollars 
using  DoD  deflators  for  O&M  from  the  National  Drfense  Budget  Estimates  for  FY94, 
published  by  DoD(Comptroller)  in  May  1993.  The  deflators  are  0.8741  for  FY90,  0.9428 
for  FY91  and  0.9488  for  FY92.  The  annualized  "all  other"  costs  for  FY90-92  are  ($  in 
millions); 

(1)  TRAINEE  TRAVEL  AND  PER  DIEM. 


FISCAL 

YEAR 

COST  REPORTED 
TO  0PM 

DIVIDED  BY  DoD 
DEFLATOR  = 

FY94  ANNUALIZED 
COST 

90 

$  136.409M 

0.8741 

$  156.057M 

91 

182.210 

0.9428 

193.265 

92 

116.383 

0.9488 

122.663 
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(2)  TRAINEE  TUITION  &  OTHER. 


FISCAL 

COST  REPORTED 

DIVIDED  BY  DoD 

FY94  ANNUALIZED 

YEAR 

TO  0PM 

DEFLATOR  = 

COST 

90 

$  233.980M 

0.8741 

$  267.68 IM 

91 

416.321 

0.9428 

441.579 

92 

208.876 

0.9488 

220.148 

EXTERNAL  PURCHASES 

FISCAL 

COST  REPORTED 

DIVIDED  BY  DoD 

FY94  ANNUALIZED 

YEAR 

TO  0PM 

DEFLATOR  = 

COST 

90 

$24.318M 

0.8741 

$  27.821M 

91 

15.776 

0.9428 

16.733 

92 

13.674 

0.9488 

14.412 

(4^  OTHER  AGENCY  COSTS. 

FISCAL 

COST  REPORTED 

DIVIDED  BY  DoD 

FY94  ANNUALIZED 

YEAR 

TO  0PM 

DEFLATOR  = 

COST 

90 

$  5.022M 

0.8741 

$  5.745M 

91 

0.788 

0.9428 

0.836 

92 

12.453 

0.9488 

13.125 
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